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INTRODUCTION. 


This  sketch  of  the  Life  and  History  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  has  been 
written  at  the  request  of  the  Committee  of  the  Chadwick  Association 
meeting  in  Manchester,  who  desired  its  preparation  to  accompany  their 
final  Report  to  the  members  of  that  earnest  body.  It  is  an  amplification 
of  a series  of  articles  which  I wrote  at  the  close  of  the  year  1879,  for  the 
information  of  the  numerous  members  of  the  Chadwick  tribe  in  the  United 
States,  and  which  were  published  at  regular  fortnightly  intervals  in  the 
“ Ithaca  Journal,”  New  York.  They  had  the  good  fortune  to  attract  a 
widely-extended  interest,  though  I can  scarcely  suppose  an  unquestioned 
acceptance.  To  look  or  hope  for  complete  unanimity  of  thought  or 
agreement,  either  as  to  facts  or  deductions,  was  not  then,  nor  is  it  now,  a 
prime  object  in  view.  It  is  sufficient  to  me  to  place  on  record  the  results 
which  a long  and  widely  extended  and  frequently  laborious  inquiry 
has  enabled  me  to  accumulate  respecting  the  history  of  the  person  under 
investigation.  My  sole  objects  were  to  collect  facts  and  to  elicit  the  truth. 
Though  I have  never  neglected  tradition  and  romance,  I have  not  relied 
on  them  unless  corroborated  ; and  wheresoever  they  are  mentioned  in 
the  following  pages,  they  are  carefully  distinguished  from  ascertained 
facts.  I have  sought  to  build  a solid  foundation  for  the  narrative  on  the 
sure  ground  of  public  records  and  sworn  depositions.  The  results  are 
presented  as  I have  arrived  at  them ; and,  as  far  as  practicable,  the 
sources  whence  the  information  has  been  drawn  are  carefully  noted  ; thus 
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any  future  investigator  in  the  same  field  may  follow  my  steps  without 
difficulty,  and  pursue  further  researches  without  loss  of  time  in  seeking  for 
what  has  been  already  sought  with  much  patience  and  dogged  persistency. 

I trust  that  the  distribution  of  this  Memoir  and  the  Reports  with 
which  it  is  associated  may  tend  to  settle  finally  and  completely  all 
thoughts  of  further  agitation,  may  prevent  the  waste  of  valuable  time, 
and  encourage  a wise  employment  of  individual  energies. 

The  true  story  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick’s  mysterious  life  and  death 
has  never  been  fully  told  before ; and  perhaps,  from  the  state  of  the  public 
records,  it  was  not  possible  that  it  could  be  effected  earlier.  In  the 
interval,  the  tongue  of  rumour,  the  invention  of  the  imaginative,  the 
exaggeration  of  the  reckless,  and,  I may  safely  add,  the  dream  of  the 

aimless,  have  tended  to  construct  in  little  more  than  a century  a mass  of 

tradition,  much  of  which,  though  not  absolutely  false,  was  at  the  best 
misleading.  Of  the  man  himself,  though  he  walked  the  world  for  an 
unusual  number  of  years,  it  is  astounding  how  little  record  he  has  left 
in  the  literature  which  existed  around  him  and  was  created  in  his  own 
days.  So  far  as  I have  been  able  to  discover,  not  even  a single  letter  or 
paper  written  by  him  is  in  existence  besides  his  will  and  codicils  and 
one  affidavit.  The  accident  of  his  informal  will  has  alone  rescued  his 
name  from  oblivion. 

Of  the  endless  traditions  that  have  encrusted  his  memory,  it  has 

become  important  at  this  time  to  explain  what  was  dark, — to  extenuate 

what  was  misjudged, — to  refute  what  was  absolutely  lalse.  i he  effort  to 
effect  this  threefold  object  forms  no  insignificant  part  of  the  burden  of  the 
following  pages. 

It  is  my  agreeable  duty  to  acknowledge  here  the  ready  assistance 
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I have  at  various  times  in  the  course  of  my  researches  received  from 
friends  and  from  strangers,  from  kinsfolk  and  from  those  unconnected  in 
blood.  Some  of  these  are  specially  referred  to  in  their  proper  places,  but 
I am  indebted  to  my  distinguished  friend,  Mr.  Edwin  Chadwick,  C.B.,  for 
traditional  lore  which  his  venerable  age  and  wonderful  memory  have 
enabled  him  to  impart;  to  my  kinsman,  Mr.  David  Chadwick,  for  the  use 
of  manuscript  notes  made  by  his  brother,  the  late  Thomas  Chadwick,  in 
the  year  1838  ; to  Mr.  John  Lawton,  of  London,  late  of  Manchester,  for 
the  perusal  of  his  collection  of  manuscripts  and  books  ; to  Mrs.  Letitia 
Chadwick,  of  Dunmore  East,  Waterford,  for  a long  and  interesting 
correspondence,  and  the  loan  of  several  old  letters  and  pedigrees  ; to  the 
late  James  Nurse,  solicitor,  of  King’s  Lynn,  and  to  Mrs.  Mitchell,  and 
Mr.  Thomas  Thomas,  inland  revenue  officer,  of  the  same  town,  for  full 
access  to  the  skilfully  compiled  collections  of  family  notes  made  by  the  late 
John  Nurse  Chadwick,  an  incisive,  intelligent,  and  most  industrious  young 
antiquary,  whose  valuable  life  was  only  too  soon  cut  off ; to  Mr.  Edmund 
Chadwick,  the  chairman,  and  Mr.  James  Boardman,  the  secretary  and 
treasurer  of  the  Chadwick  Association,  for  much  pleasant  intercourse  and 
correspondence,  and  for  the  perusal  of  numerous  papers  and  manuscript 
notes ; to  several  members  of  the  Committee  of  the  Association  for 
occasional  correspondence  on  particular  points ; to  the  Rev.  C.  E.  Hadow, 
Rector  of  East  Barnet,  for  a careful  search  in  the  records  of  his  parish  ; 
to  Major  Tillbrook,  adjutant  and  clerk  of  the  cheque  to  the  Hon.  Corps 
of  Gentlemen  at  Arms,  for  a like  search  in  the  office  of  that  corps,  at 
St.  James’s  Palace  ; to  my  dear  wife  for  constant  aid  and  unflagging 
interest  in  the  progress  of  these  chapters ; and  also  to  my  children 
Alexandra  Mary,  Margaret  Thomson,  Andrew  David,  and  Herbert  John 
Chadwick,  for  frequent  assistance  in  copying  and  extracting  long  and 
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sometimes  uninteresting  papers  for  the  ponderous  volumes  of  my 
“ Chadwickiana,"  which  are  the  foundation  of  this  narrative. 

To  each  and  all  of  these  I am  certain  that  the  assistance  rendered 
has  been  a source  of  personal  pleasure,  which,  in  some  cases  indeed, 
can  only  have  been  exceeded  by  my  own  intense  gratification  in  the  task 
of  bringing  the  whole  into  one  connected  form. 

J.  O.  CHADWICK. 


46,  Bolton  Road, 

St.  John’s  Wood,  London,  N.W., 
January,  1881. 
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T is  held  a mark  of  distinction  in  this  land  of  antiquities,  when 
tracing  the  history  of  an  English  family,  to  commence  by 
showing  that  the  founder  of  the  family,  or  the  first  to  dis- 
tinguish himself,  was  a knight  adventurer  who  came  over 
with  William  the  Conqueror.  The  complete  subversion  of 
all  rights  of  property  and  of  government  in  England,  conse- 
quent on  the  issue  of  the  single  Battle  of  Hastings  in  1066, 
forms  the  groundwork  of  very  much  of  British  history,  law, 
and  romance.  The  Conqueror  had  not  the  power  to  com- 
mand the  attendance  and  aid  of  his  Norman-French  knights 
in  a foreign  campaign,  but  he  induced  them  by  large  promises 
of  estates,  manors — almost  of  whole  counties  in  some  cases — 
to  support  him  in  his  descent  on  England.  These  promises 
were  redeemed  after  the  conquest  by  extensive  grants  on 
the  sole  disposition  of  the  Conqueror,  whence  arose  a 
condition  of  tenure  with  which  we  shall  have  to  deal  in 
the  next  chapter.  Many  among  the  richest  and  proudest  of 
the  English  nobility  and  landed  gentry  trace  the  title  to  their 
estates,  the  commencement  of  their  family  history,  and  the  origin 
of  their  family  name  to  this  epoch. 

The  Saxons,  that  unhappy  race,  subjugated  in  one  day,  and 
speedily  taught  the  meaning  of  the  victors’  iron  rule,  were  deprived  of 
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every  vestige  of  influence  and  power.  Their  old  liberties,  which  had  been  their  proudest 
distinction,  the  most  remarkable  feature  of  the  race,  and  the  most  cherished  birthright 
of  the  individual,  were  torn  from  them  ; and  their  very  language  soon  became  a badge 
of  servitude  and  degradation.  The  descendants  of  the  warlike  hordes  who  in  the  fifth 
and  following  centuries  had  seized  and  appropriated  this  fair  land,  and  then  settled 
in  it  as  peaceful  colonists,  had  so  far  permitted  themselves  to  forget  the  indispensable 
duty  of  self-defence,  and  so  completely  neglected  the  arts  of  war,  that  they  proved 
in  the  hands  of  their  polished  but  needy  oppressors  of  little  greater  moment  than 
were  the  painted  aborigines  of  the  island  when  first  descried  and  attacked  by  the 
Romans.  The  ensuing  social  changes  were  prompt  and  thorough.  The  Saxon  land- 
owner  was  transformed  into  a peasant,  and  his  descendants  are  peasants  to  this  day. 
The  Norman  knight  was  made  lord  of  a district,  and  sole  arbiter  of  the  lives  and 
destinies  of  his  neighbours ; and  his  social  elevation  and  prestige  cling  to  him  still 
after  the  lapse  of  eight  centuries.1 

This  pride  of  birth  and  of  illustrious  descent  is  sometimes,  in  modern  days,  allowed 
to  become  apparent  even  on  trifling  occasions.  A pompous  landowner,  once  observing 
one  of  the  labourers  on  his  estate  about  to  pass  without  the  customary  salute,  rebuked 
him  sharply  by  demanding  how  he  dared  pass  without  touching  his  hat,  and  added  : 
“ Don’t  you  know  that  my  ancestors  came  in  with  the  Conqueror  ?”  The  humbled 
peasant  made  the  demanded  obeisance,  at  the  same  time  remarking:  “And  perhaps 
they  found  mine  here and  thus  claimed  even  a higher  lineage  than  his  landlord. 

Such  is  the  case  with  the  Chadwicks.  The  Normans  “found  them  here”  on 
arrival ; and,  so  far  as  the  dim  past  can  be  made  to  yield  authentic  record,  ours  was 
one  of  the  few  Saxon  families  not  dispossessed  in  the  universal  confiscation.  Perhaps 
the  most  notable  one  besides  was  the  family  of  Tichborne,  which,  after  undisputed 
and  unbroken  succession  on  its  estates  of  more  than  a thousand  years,  has  recently 
been  the  subject  of  a marvellously  deep-laid  pretended  claim. 

The  name  of  Chadwick  points  to  a Saxon  source,  though  that  root  is  itself  only 
secondary  and  derivative.  The  terminal  of  the  name  still  exists  in  Schleswick,  Bruns- 
wick, and  other  places  and  districts  in  Germany  and  the  adjacent  parts  of  continental 


1 For  a graphic  account  of  the  relative  positions  of 
the  proud  Normans  and  the  oppressed  Saxons,  a distinc- 
tion which  existed  with  great,  though  continuously 


diminishing,  sharpness  from  the  days  of  the  Conqueror 
to  those  of  King  John,  see  Sir  Walter  Scott’s  “Ivan- 
hoe,”  chap.  i. 
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Europe,  which,  five  hundred  years  before  the  invasion  of  William  the  Norman,  sent 
shoals  of  Angles,  bent  on  rapine,  to  take  forcible  possession  of  England,  to  which,  in 
fact,  they  gave  its  present  name. 

For  the  true  fount  and  origin  of  the  patronymic  we  must  ascend  to  a far  more 
remote  antiquity,  and  even  derive  it  from  classical  times.  Ferguson1  says  : “ There  is 
perhaps  no  more  ancient  or  interesting  name  than  Catomore-Catumerus,  mentioned 
by  Tacitus  as  the  chief  of  a German  tribe.  Grimm2  holds  this  name  to  contain 
the  most  ancient  form  of  “Chad,”  which  signifies  war.  The  terminal  “more” 
signifies  great  or  illustrious — hence  Catomore  is  “ illustrious  leader.”  Dr.  Latham 
affirms  that  no  language  has  had  dealings  in  meaningless  terminations.  By 
some  philologists  the  root  of  the  word  has  even  been  traced  back  to  the  Sanscrit 
Yudh , and  to  be  discernible  in  the  old  Gothic  Cat , the  old  Saxon  Guth , the  Gaelic 
and  Irish  Cath — all  connected  in  signification,  and  implying  military  leadership, 
war,  conquest.3  Cadwallen  is  a martial  title  in  Welsh.4  The  name  of  Cerdic,  the 
Anglo-Saxon  war-king,  who  founded  the  kingdom  of  Wessex  in  519,  is  thought  to 
contain  all  the  elements  of  the  name  of  Chadwick — thus  Cerdic,  Cherdic,  Chardoc, 
Chadoc,  Chadwyk. 

The  tribe  of  Chadwicks  is  at  this  moment  one  of  the  most  widely  disseminated 
in  Britain;  and  in  certain  parts  of  the  kingdom,  Lancashire  and  the  adjoining  parishes 
of  Cheshire  especially,  its  designation  is  one  of  the  most  frequently  recurring  names. 
Lancashire  was  the  original  home  of  the  family,  and  the  parish  of  Rochdale  its 
earliest  seat.  The  name  is  also  very  frequent  in  Staffordshire,  where  its  prevalence  is 
not  without  reason  ascribed  to  the  influence  of  the  family  of  Chad,  Archbishop  of 
York  and  Bishop  of  Lichfield.  The  diocese  in  his  days  was  of  the  highest  dignity. 
It  comprised  not  only  the  modern  diocese  of  Lichfield,  but  also  the  whole  of  Cheshire, 
and  the  Saxon  kingdom  of  Murcia,  i.e.,  the  entire  Midland  Counties.  The  occupant 
of  such  a throne  could  be  no  mean  person,  nor  his  immediate  relatives  men  of  slight 
consequence.5 

The  name  of  Chadwick  is  with  strongest  reason  believed  to  be  derived  from  a 
Saxon  patronymic  Cedde  or  Ceadde,  a warrior,  and  weig,  vyck,  vyke,  or  wyke,  a 


1 Ferguson’s  Teutonic  Name  System. 

2 Grimm’s  Deutsche  Grammatik. 

3 Miscellanea  Genealogica  et  Heraldica.  Lond. 

1874.  New  Series.  Vol.  j.  pp.  155,  1S0,  256. 


4 Memorials  of  Walter  de  Coventry,  edited  by 
Canon  Stubbs.  1873.  Vol.  ij.  p.  124. 

5 Ceadda,  CeddA,  or  Chad  was  a Saxon  mis- 
sionary. He  had  been  educated  under  St.  Aidan  at 
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fortification,  hamlet,  or  dwelling.  Ceaddewyck,  therefore,  originally  meant  the  fort  or 
castle  of  Ceadde.1  This  Ceadde  was  a noted  Saxon  leader,  who  had  his  fortification 
and  dwelling  on  an  eminence  at  the  confluence  of  two  streams  about  a mile  above 
the  present  town  of  Rochdale,  where  subsequently  the  hamlet 
of  Chadwick  was  located.  That  he  was  a superior  person 
among  the  conquered  and  oppressed  Saxons  is  evidenced 
by  his  being  permitted  to  bear  a crest  and  achievement  of 
arms — a distinction  then,  and  for  six  centuries  afterwards, 
limited  to  gentlemen  (almost  exclusively  Normans)  by 
descent,  or  soldiers  of  signal  prowess  noticed  by  or  reported 
to  the  king  on  the  field  of  battle.  Few  of  the  conquered 
Saxon  race  were  allowed  the  privilege  of  a coat  of  arms,  but 
of  these  Ceadde  was  one.  He  seems  to  have  been  allied  in 
some  way  to  his  neighbour  and  superior  lord,  the  Norman  de 
Rachdale,  for  he  appears  to  have  adopted  from  de  Rachdale 
the  same  device  on  his  shield,  differenced  only  in  tincture 
or  colour,  the  Rachdale  shield  being  sable  and  that  of  Chad- 
wick gules.  There  is  no  direct  proof  when  or  by  whom  the 

Chadwick  arms  were  first  assumed  ; but  they  have  been 

De  Chadwicke.3  , . . . . 

allowed  the  family  by  heralds  on  their  visitations  as  pre- 
scriptive arms  ; and  the  very  absence  of  a direct  grant  of  arms  (very  rare  before  the 


Lindisfarne;  and  he  afterwards  went  to  Ireland. 
He  was  elected  Archbishop  of  York  in  the  absence 
of  Wilfrid,  on  whose  return  after  three  years  he 
resigned  the  Archiepiscopal  see,  and  thereupon  was 
appointed  Bishop  of  Lichfield  (a.d.  669).  His 
brother  was  at  the  same  time  Bishop  of  London. 
Both  had  been  amongst  the  first  preachers  of  the 
Gospel  to  the  Murcians.  Chad  held  with  Lichfield 
also  the  bishopric  of  Lindisfarne,  the  seat  of  which, 
three  centuries  later,  was  removed  to  Durham.  Chad 
was  Bishop  of  Lichfield  only  for  two  and  a half 
years,  but  in  that  time  his  renown  served  to  change 
a secluded  hamlet  into  a notable  city.  He  died 
March  2nd,  672,  and  was  buried  at  Stow  ; but  his 
body  was  subsequently  removed  to  Lichfield,  where 
the  cathedral  was  dedicated  to  his  memory,  and 
where  his  shrine  became  famous  in  the  middle  ages. 
After  his  death  the  diocese  of  Lichfield  was,  at  a 


Council  held  at  Hatfield,  divided  by  Theodore,  Arch- 
bishop of  Canterbury,  into  five  bishoprics — Chester, 
Worcester,  Lichfield,  Leicester,  and  Hereford.  Chad 
was  afterwards  canonised  as  a saint,  and  assigned  a 
place  in  the  Romish  Calendar  on  the  2nd  of  March. 
(See  Beda,  Eccl.  Hist.,  iv.  c.  3 ; Hist,  and  Antiq.  of 
Lichfield,  by  Harwood,  1806,  pp.  3 and  129;  Burton’s 
Monasticon  Eboracense,  1758,  p.  13;  Milman’s  Annals 
of  St.  Paul’s  Cathedral,  1869,  p.  10.) 

1 Corry’s  History  of  Lancashire,  vol.  ij.  p.  592. 
The  name  Ceadric,  if  pronounced  by  a p'erson  with 
the  common  inability  to  sound  “r,”  will  at  once 
reveal  its  cognate  character,  and,  as  some  think,  the 
true  source  of  the  patronymic. 

2 De  Rachdale.  Sable,  an  inescutcheon  within  an 
orle  of  martlets  argent. 

3 De  Chadwicke.  Gules,  an  inescutcheon  within 
an  orle  of  martlets  argent. 
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sixteenth  century)  affords  presumption,  nearly  equal  to  positive  evidence,  of  the 
antiquity  of  the  family  and  of  its  armorial  ensigns.1  It  is  an  interesting  fact 
that  the  arms  of  the  borough  of  Rochdale  to-day  are  those  of  the  Baron  de 
Rachdale — the  same  as  the  Chadwick  arms,  only  having  a black  field  while 
we  have  a red. 

The  Saxons,  in  pursuit  of  their  peaceful  habits,  when  once  settled  in  the  island, 
had,  generations  before  the  Norman  Conquest,  divided  and  sub-divided  the  entire 
country  into  well-marked  and  distinctly-named  districts  and  minor  divisions.  So 
excellent  was  this  system  of  parcelling  out  the  country  that  the  tutored  and  well- 
civilised  Normans  quickly  perceived  its  advantages,  and  left  both  the  boundaries 
and  the  existing  names  practically  undisturbed. 

The  Saxon  landed  divisions  appear  by  their  native  names  in  that  wonderful 
monument  of  a Conqueror’s  foresight  and  governing  skill — Domesday  Book.  The 
Normans  went  still  further.  They  even,  in  many  cases,  gave  up  their  own  names,  and 
assumed  the  territorial  designations  of  their  new  .possessions.  This  was  universally 
effected  by  the  use  of  the  Norman-French  particle  “ de  ” before  the  district  name. 
Ceadde  appears  soon  after  the  conquest  to  have  adopted  this  Norman  fashion  of 
calling  himself  after  his  possessions,  in  direct  reversal  of  the  principle  referred  to  in 
Psalm  xlix.  n,  and  Chaddewyc  de  Chaddewyc  was  thenceforth  the  transformed 
designation  of  the  Saxon  chief. 

The  name  Chad2  has  also  long  been  employed  as  a place-name  or  territorial 
designation.  This  is  strikingly  exemplified  in  the  derivation  of  the  name  Chadkirk, 
a place  situated  in  the  southern  part  of  the  township  of  Romiley,  in  the  county  of 
Chester.  It  is  very  fully  described  in  Domesday  Book,  which  gives  an  interesting 
account  of  its  condition  and  appearance  at  the  end  of  the  eleventh  century  : — “ Gamel 
tenet  de  comite  Cedde.  Pater  ejus  tenuit  ut  liber  homo.  Ibi  ij  hidae  geldabilis.  Terra 
est  vj  carucatae.  In  domino  est  una  et  ij  bovarii  et  ij  villani  et  iij  bordarii  cum  ij 
carucatis.  Silva  ibi  una  leuva  longa  et  dimidia  lata  : et  haia  et  aira  accipitris  et  una 


'The  Chadwick  motto  is  “In  candore  decus  ” 
(Honour  in  truth) ; and  the  family  crest  is  singularly 
appropriate — a white  lily  stalked  and  leaved  proper. 
The  lily  has  always  been  the  emblem  of  purity  ; and 
its  adoption  with  the  motto  expressive  of  aspirations 
to  uprightness,  candour,  truth,  or  purity  cannot  be 
denied  to  afford  evidence  of  naturally  elegant  taste  in 


the  person  who  in  the  dark  ages  hit  upon  the  device. 
He,  at  least,  had  read  or  heard  and  pondered  on  the 
beautiful  passage,  “Consider  the  lilies  of  the  field, 
how  they  grow  ” (Matt.  vj.  28), 

2 Earwaker’s  East  Cheshire,  1880.  Vol.  ij.  pp. 
79-81. 
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acra  prati.  Valuit  et  valet  x solidos.  Totum  manerium  habet  ij  lcuvas  longitudine 
et  unam  latitudine.” 

This  is  translated  by  Mr.  Beamont,  of  Warrington,  as  follows : — Gamel  holds 
Cedde  of  the  Earl  (of  Chester).  His  father  held  it  as  a free  man.  There  are  two  hides 
rateable  to  the  gelt-tax.  The  land  is  six  carucates.  One  is  in  demesne,  and  (there  are) 
two  neat  herds,  and  two  villeins,  and  three  bordars  (?  cottagers),  with  two  carucates. 
There  is  a wood  a mile  and  a half  long  and  half  as  broad,  a hedged  enclosure,  and  an 
airy  of  hawks,  and  one  acre  of  meadow.  It  was  and  is  worth  ten  shillings.  The  whole 
manor  is  three  miles  long  and  one  mile  and  a half  broad. 

Gamel  the  Thane,  its  possessor,  also  held  Mottram  St.  Andrew,  in  the  Parish 
of  Prestbury,  and  was  another  of  the  few  Saxons  permitted  to  retain  their  old 
inheritance  under  the  conquerors. 

The  observance  of  this  local  signification  of  the  name  Chad  gives  a ready  key  to 
the  meaning  of  such  names  as  Chadburn,  Chatburn,  Chatfield,  Chatmoss,  &c.,  the 
letters  d and  t in  early  language  being  freely  interchangeable.  The  same  form  slightly 
changed  is  found  in  Gade,  a river  of  Herts,  and  Gote,  a river  of  Sweden. 

Heraldry  and  genealogy  have  failed  to  preserve  the  links  in  the  chain  of  descent 
in  the  ages  immediately  succeeding  the  Norman  conquest.  The  earliest,  authentic, 
and  undoubted  progenitor  of  the  main  stock  of  the  existing  family  of  Chadwick  was 
Nicholas  de  Chadwyk,  who  died  about  the  twenty-third  year  of  the  reign  of  King 
Henry  VI.  (1445),  and  his  direct  lineal  descendant,  and  the  head  of  the  Chadwick 
tribe,  is  now  John  de  Heley  Mavesyn  Chadwick,  Esq.,  who  holds  estates  in  various 
parts  of  England,  at  Chadwick,  Healey,  Ridware,  Newhall,  Callow,  Leventhorp,  &c.( 
acquired  in  the  course  of  ages,  partly  by  family  descent,  and  partly  by  the  marriage 
of  ancestors  at  various  times  with  heiresses,  whose  estates  were  thus  added  to  the 
ancestral  possessions.  On  his  estate  at  Mavesyn  Ridware  is  an  ancient  church 
possessing  an  enclosed  aisle  or  private  chapel  of  singular  interest  and  richness  of 
family  monumental  history.  Though  little  known,  it  is  surpassed  by  very  few  such 
private  mausoleums,  even  in  this  country  of  ancestral  veneration,  either  in  the  length 
and  continuity  of  its  records,  in  its  exceeding  beauty,  or  in  the  historic  value  of  its 
monuments.1 


1 Mavesyn  Ridware.  The  lord  was  one  William 
Mavesine  about  Edward  the  First’s  time;  for  33  Edw. 


j.  and  9 Edw.  ij.  his  son  Sir  Henry  was  lord  thereof; 
and  he  had  issue  Robert ; and  he  or  his  son  had  issue 
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But  before  the  star  of  Nicholas  de  Chadwyk  had  shone  and  set  in  the  middle  of 
the  fifteenth  century  the  family  had  spread.  An  intervening  period  of  some  three 
hundred  years  had  planted  Chadwicks  in  several  parts  of  the  country;  and,  as  uniform 
orthography  could  not  flourish  in  an  age  when  reading  was  a rare  accomplishment, 
and  the  art  of  writing  confined  to  a few  monkish  recluses,  variations  of  the  name 
easily  sprang  up.  In  the  manner  customary  with  the  Saxons  a younger  branch  was 
designated  by  the  termination  ock}  which  to  the  names  of  persons  is  a genitival  suffix 
expressive  of  cadency,  and  signifying  junior,  but  to  the  names  of  places  and  things  is 
a diminutival  suffix  indicating  little.  Hence  Chaddock  means  a younger  or  inferior 
branch  of  Chadwick,  descended  from  a younger  son,  as  hillock  means  a little  hill.  A Sir 
John  Chideock  followed  King  Edward  I.  in  his  progress  northward  for  the  conquest 
of  Scotland,  about  1296.  There  can  be  no  reasonable  doubt  that  he  represents  one 
of  the  branches  of  the  great  family  which  in  the  unrecorded  centuries  just  alluded 
to  had  made  themselves  a new  home,  with  a name  slightly  varied  in  that  unlettered 
age.  To  this  day  the  Chidiocks2  of  Dorsetshire,  and  the  Chideocks  of  Berkshire, 
are  well-known  gentle  families  in  England,  each  with  a long  descent  and  a proud 
name.  The  castle  of  Chidwick,  in  Dorsetshire,  offered  stubborn  resistance  to  Oliver 


Hugo  de  Mavesine,  who  had  issue  Thomas,  who  had 
issue  Sir  Robert  Mavesine,  Knt.,  slain  at  the  battle 
of  Shrewsbury,  ex  parte  regis,  as  his  monument  in 
Mavesyn  Ridware  saith,  and  well  might  be  called 
Malvoisine  ; for  (as  the  report  of  the  country  is)  going 
towards  the  said  battle  he  met  with  his  neighbour  Sir 
William  Handsacre,  Knt.,  going  also  towards  the  said 
battle,  either  of  them  being  well  accompanied  with 
their  servants  and  tenants,  and  upon  some  former 
malice,  as  it  might  seem,  or  else  knowing  other  to 
be  backed  by  the  contrary  party  (for,  as  it  is  said, 
Handsacre  went  on  Richard  ij.  and  the  Percy’s 
side),  they  encountered  each  other  and  fought  as  it 
were  a skirmish,  or  little  battle,  where  Mavesyn  had 
the  victory ; and,  having  slain  his  adversary,  went 
on  to  the  battle  and  was  there  slain  himself  (1403). 
The  estate  is  named  from  the  family  of  Malvoisin, 
Mauvesin,  or  Mavesyn,  a very  ancient  family  of  Nor- 
man extraction,  and  a branch  of  the  house  of  Rosny, 
in  the  Isle  of  France.  The  old  manor-house  is  entirely 
demolished  except  the  gate-house,  in  which  is  an  old 
chamber,  said  to  have  been  an  oratory.  The  ancient 
part  of  the  church  contains  several  monuments.  Some 
of  the  tombs  in  honour  of  the  Mavesyns  were  opened 


at  different  periods  during  last  century.  The  stone 
coffin  in  which  was  deposited  the  body  of  Hugo,  the 
founder  of  the  Priory  of  Blithebury,  was  raised  in  1 785, 
after  it  had  remained  undisturbed  for  upwards  of  600 
years.  In  this  coffin  were  all  the  bones,  in  a tolerably 
entire  state,  but  moist,  and  a quantity  of  mould,  sup- 
posed to  have  been  the  remains  of  a decayed  wooden 
coffin,  in  which  the  body  was  first  enclosed,  The  altai:- 
tomb  of  Sir  Robert  Mavesyn,  who  slew  Sir  William 
Handsacre,  is  very  handsome ; his  figure  is  armed  and 
helmed  with  a great  sword  on  one  side  and  a dagger  on 
the  other.  The  following  inscription  is  engraven  on  the 
incumbent  alabaster  slab : “Hie  jacet  d’nus  Robertus 
de  Mauvesine  miles,  d’nus  de  Mauvesine-Ridware 
qui  occubuit  juxta  Salopiam  1403,  starts  cum  rege, 
dimicans  ex  parte  sua  usque  ad  mortem,  cujus  animae 
propitietur  Deus.”  (Erdeswick’s  Survey  of  Stafford- 
shire, enlarged  by  Harwood,  1844,  p.  228.) 

1 Miscellanea  Genealogica  et  Heraldica.  Lond. 
1874.  New  Series.  Vol.  j.  p.  155. 

4 For  an  interesting  note  on  the  supposed  Chidiock 
effigies  at  Christchurch,  Hants,  see  Notes  and  Queries, 
October  8th,  1880.  See  also  Hutchins’  History  of 
Dorsetshire,  vol.  j.  pp.  548  et  seq.,  and  vol.  ij.  p.  42. 
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Cromwell  in  the  Civil  War  in  the  seventeenth  century.  But  many  other  names,  now 
widespread  in  England  and  America,  are  with  nearly  equal  force  referable  to  the 
common  root ; and  there  is  a closer  alliance  than  at  first  might  be  supposed  between 
such  names  as  Chad,  Chadburn,  Chatburn,  Chatfield,  Cheetwood,  Chetwynd,  Cerdic, 
Catto,  Chatto,  Chattock,  Shattuck,  Chidiock,  Chideock.  I will  only  add  that  the 
name  of  the  family  as  at  present  existing,  and  as  most  commonly  written,  is  itself 
the  result  of  a long  series  of  mutations.  Old  deeds  and  documents1  show  that 
before  the  fifteenth  century  it  was  Ceaddewyck,  Ceddewyk,  and  Chaddewyc  ; from 
1445  to  1454,  Chadwyk,  Chadweke,  and  Schadweke  ; from  1454  to  1479,  Chadwik, 
Chadwek,  Chadwyke,  Chadwic,  and  Chadwyc  ; from  1480  to  1515,  Chadwike  and 
Chadwyk;  from  about  1520  to  1617,  Chadwycke  ; from  1617  to  1668,  Chadwicke  ; 
and  since  1668,  Chadwick,  as  at  present  written.  The  gradual  development  of  the 
commonly-accepted  form  is  herein  readily  traceable. 


1 Corry’s  History  of  Lancashire.  Howard’s  Genea- 
logical account  of  the  family  of  Chadwick,  Man- 


chester, Bancks  & Co.,  1840,  p.  13.  Baines’  Lane., 
vol.  j.  p.  512. 
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ON  THE  NATURE  AND  PECULIARITIES  OF  COPYHOLD  TENURE. 

The  form  or  condition  of  property  tenure  called  copyhold  has  for  many  ages 
exercised  a wide  and  deep  influence  in  England.  Its  peculiarities  are  such  that  a 
new  copyhold  could  not  now  be  created,  the  essence  of  the  system  being  the  observance 
of  ancient  custom  and  immemorial  usage,  or  as  the  antiquated  law  phrase  quaintly 
puts  it,  “ usage  from  time  whereof  the  memory  of  man  runneth  not  to  the  contrary.” 
Copyhold  tenure  is  unknown  in  Wales  and  Ireland.  It  is  dying  out  in  England.  But 
our  law  books  and  compendia  of  history  bristle  with  references  to  the  varied  customs 
which  imparted  to  the  system  its  peculiarity,  and,  indeed,  constitute  its  foundation. 
To  the  genealogist,  as  will  presently  appear,  the  recorded  and  continuous  existence  of 
copyhold  tenure  affords  great  and  trustworthy  aid  in  his  researches. 

Copyhold  tenure  in  England  took  its  rise  with  the  introduction  of  the  feudal  system 
in  the  latter  half  of  the  eleventh  century,  shortly  after  the  battle  of  Hastings.  The 
entire  country  was  then  parcelled  out  by  the  Conqueror  in  large  tracts,  lordships,  or 
manors,  to  his  principal  knights,  who  were  endowed  thereon  with  almost  absolute 
powers.  Dwelling  among  a still  hostile  though  conquered  people,  all  treated  as  villeins, 
many  as  serfs  attached  to  the  soil,  the  proud  conquerors  soon  found  it  expedient  to 
attach  their  lowly  and  despised  neighbours  to  themselves  by  conditional  grants  of 
parcels  of  land.  Thus  was  a villein  tenure  created,  holding  of  the  lord  or  tenant- 
in-capite  as  he  held  of  the  king.  The  terms  and  conditions  of  this  sub-infeudation 
varied  from  the  first,  according  to  the  tone  and  temper  and  degree  of  liberality  of 
the  lord  of  the  manor  ; and  were  naturally  made  more  attractive  and  less  burdensome 
in  those  cases  where,  by  peculiarity  of  situation,  by  remoteness  from  timely  succour  in 
case  of  insurrection,  or  from  a sense  of  comparative  weakness,  the  lord  was  persuaded 
or  felt  himself  impelled  to  attach,  by  bonds  of  good  feeling,  those  of  the  conquered 
race  over  whom  he  had  suddenly  acquired  sway.  The  original  conditions  of  these 
grants  were  in  not  a few  instances  improved  by  the  vigilance  of  the  tenants  on  the 
one  side  taking  advantage  of  the  inattention  or  apathy  of  the  lord  on  the  other.  What 
originated  in  the  will  of  the  lord  thus  in  time  assumed  the  force  of  custom---a  custom 
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varying  with  each  manor.  These  customs  at  first  survived  by  pure  tradition,  but  in 
the  fourteenth  century  began  to  be  reduced  to  writing.  Thus  new  burdens  were  not 
easily  imposed  on  the  one  side,  nor  ancient  obligations  thrown  off  on  the  other. 
Disputes  were  settled  by  juries  of  tenants  sworn  to  act  fairly,  and  equity  was 
preserved.  The  tenants  then  gradually  acquired  the  right  to  be  entered  on  the  Roll 
of  the  Manor,  in  the  same  way  as  their  predecessors  had  been,  whether  ancestors  or 
otherwise,  as  the  custom  of  the  manor  might  regulate.  Eventually  they  were 
entitled  to  receive  copies  of  these  records  for  their  own  guidance  and  title  to  posses- 
sion ; and  thus  was  gradually  effected  the  transfer  of  such  occupiers  from  the 
condition  of  villeinage  or  servitude  to  that  of  holders  by  copy  of  the  court  roll  of 
the  manor.1 

The  essentials  to  a copyhold  were  and  are — first,  a manor  ; second,  lands 
parcelled  out  of  it ; third,  disposal  by  court  roll ; fourth,  a court.  The  manor  was 
originally  such  a compass  of  ground  as  was  granted  by  the  king  to  some  baron  or 
great  person  for  him  and  his  family  to  dwell  on,  and  over  which  he  should  exercise 
jurisdiction,  yielding,  paying,  and  performing  such  services  as  the  king,  by  his  grant, 
should  require.  The  baron,  who  thus  became  lord  of  the  manor,  sub-let  portions  to 
tenants,  with  similar  conditions,  often  services  of  a military  character. 

The  customs  of  manors,  varying  as  they  did,  were  binding  within  their  own 
demesnes  ; and  as  time  wore  on  were  recorded  in  the  court  records  or  rolls,  which 
thus  became  standards  of  authority  as  to  such  customs.  The  multiplicity  and  variety 
of  customs  was  one  of  the  greatest  evils  of  the  system.  Its  advantages,  which 
originated  in  benevolence  and  gratitude,  were  valuable  from  their  mutual  character — 
dependence  on  the  one  side,  confidence  on  the  other.  The  lord  could  not  alienate  the 
property  without  the  consent  of  the  tenant ; the  holder  could  not  sell  or  transfer 
without  the  concurrence  of  his  lord. 

The  tenure  was  therefore  by  copy  of  court  roll,  at  the  will  of  the  lord,  according 
to  the  custom  of  the  manor.  The  tenant  had  no  title-deeds,  but  only  a copy  of  the 
court  roll.  He  therefore  held,  not  by  clear,  independent  right,  but  by  virtue  of  this 
copy  ; and  his  tenure  was  hence  termed  Copyhold. 


1 For  a full  and  most  interesting  account  of  the 
Customs  of  the  manors  of  Hackney  and  Stepney,  see 
Stow’s  Survey  of  London,  improved  by  Seymour, 


vol.  ij.  p.  791.  For  the  Custom  Roll  and  Rental  of 
the  manor  of  Ashton,  see  Chetham  Society’s  Publi- 
cations, vol.  Ixxiv.  1868. 
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The  incidents  of  copyhold  tenure  are  exceedingly  curious,  and  many  of  the 
conditions  positively  grotesque.1  The  principal  modes  of  admittance  to  a copyhold 
were  three — By  grant,  as  when  a copyhold  was  created  by  the  lord  of  the  manor, 
according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor ; By  surrender,  whereby  exchange  of  copy- 
holds  was  effected,  as  a tenant  could  not  sell,  except  on  surrender  to  his  lord,  who 
could  regrant  to  his  successor  ; By  descent,  which  was  the  recognised  mode  of 
conveying  a copyhold  estate  on  the  death  of  the  holder.  The  customs  of  manors 
were  extensively  varied  also  as  to  the  mode  of  descent.  In  some  the  property 
went  to  a collateral  relation,  in  others  to  the  nominee  of  the  lord,  without  reference 
to  kinship. 

In  some  by  the  operation  of  the  principle  called  Gavelkind,  still  very  prevalent 
in  Kent,  the  inheritance  went  to  all  the  sons  of  the  holder  in  equal  shares.  Other 
manors  had  a custom  of  descent  called  Borough  English,  which  still  retains  its  hold 
in  various  parts  of  England,  as  for  instance  in  the  manor  of  Battersea,2  in  Surrey,  and 
in  some  parts  of  Gloucestershire.  Under  it  the  inheritance  went  to  the  youngest  son, 
or,  if  there  were  no  sons,  was  divisible  equally  among  the  daughters.  But  the  most 
general  mode  of  descent  was  by  heirship,  that  is,  to  the  eldest  son  of  the  late  holder. 
On  whatever  principle  of  descent  the  copyhold  estate  was  conveyed  to  the  successor  of 
a deceased  customary  tenant  it  was  always  done  at  a manor  court,  in  the  presence  of 
the  lord  of  the  manor,  or  of  his  steward,  and  only  after  the  verdict  and  deliverance  of  a 
jury  of  the  tenants  of  the  manor.  It  is  this  universal  practice  which  lends  so  much 
weight  at  the  present  day  to  the  Ancient  Court  Rolls,  multitudes  of  which  are  still 
preserved,  to  the  great  advantage  of  genealogists,  and  of  all  students  of  family 
history.  This  care  taken  to  record  the  title  of  the  new  possessor,  his  parentage, 
descent  and  lawful  birth,  as  testified  and  proved  by  his  friends  and  neighbours  in 
solemn  court,  on  the  spot  and  at  the  time,  gives  to  the  evidence  offered  by  these  court 
rolls  indisputable  value  sometimes  after  the  lapse  of  centuries. 

The  conditions  of  admittance  to  and  retention  of  a copyhold  were  in  most  cases 
feudal  burdens;  but  in  some  instances  even  these  were  rather3  fanciful  than  onerous, 
being  obligations  to  perform  some  quaint  or  singular  service  or  ceremony  on  special 


1 See  Blount’s  Fragmenta  Antiquitatis,  or  Jocular 

Tenures.  1679. 


2 Old  and  New  London.  Vol.  vj.  p.  469. 

3 Blount’s  Jocular  Tenures.  1679. 
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occasions.  To  quote  instances,  though  the  temptation  is  strong,  and  could  not  fail  to 
prove  extremely  interesting,  would  unduly  lengthen  this  chapter.  I will  only  mention 
the  chief  ordinary  obligations.1  Fines  were  payments  of  money  to  the  lord  on 
admittance.  Aids  were  certain  payments  claimable  by  the  lord  of  the  manor  on  the 
knighthood  of  his  eldest  son  or  the  marriage  of  his  eldest  daughter.  Reliefs  were 
contributions  in  men  and  money  to  enable  the  lord  of  the  manor  to  appear  before  the 
sovereign  with  a proper  retinue  in  time  of  peace,  and  with  his  due  proportion  of  force 
in  time  of  war.  Wardship  was  an  advantage  accruing  to  the  lord  of  the  manor  by 
his  privileged  management  of  the  estate,  and  the  receipt  of  its  revenues,  while  the 
tenant  should  be  under  age,  including  also  a fee  on  his  attaining  majority,  the 
right  in  some  cases  to  dispose  of  him  in  marriage,  and  even  to  claim  and  receive  an 
acknowledgment  out  of  the  dowry  of  the  bride.  Recognition  was  a payment  of  a 
small  fixed  sum  by  each  copyholder  on  the  occasion  of  a change  in  the  lordship  of  the 
manor.  Heriots  consisted  in  the  right,  on  the  death  of  the  copyholder,  for  the  lord  to 
seize  as  his  own  property  the  best  beast  or  the  best  chattel  on  the  estate,  or  in  the 
house.  This  last  was  frequently  the  cause  of  much  inconvenience  and  even  oppres- 
sion. It  served  to  cause  deterioration  of  stock  and  removal  of  valuables  during  the 
serious  illness  of  the  tenant;  and  in  very  many  cases  was  commuted  for  a fixed  payment 
in  money.  Many  singular  instances  have  been  related  of  the  hardship  of  heriots 
to  the  tenant,  as  when  a copyholder  died  possessed  of  a valuable  race-horse,  which  the 
lord  actually  seized  as  his  own.  Family  plate,  priceless  heirlooms,  and  valuable 
property  were  thus,  at  intervals,  at  the  mercy  of  the  lord  of  the  manor  whereon  the 
custom  of  heriots  prevailed.  If  seized,  they  had  to  be  redeemed  at  full  value.  The 
Pitt  diamond,  one  of  the  most  celebrated  gems  in  the  world,  was  once  in  actual  peril 
of  seizure  under  this  custom.  The  property  of  a copyholder  of  inheritance  was  liable 
to  be  escheated  in  case  of  treason  or  felony,  or  for  such  other  breaches  of  the  law 
as  would  render  a freeholder  liable  to  the  forfeiture  of  his  lands. 

It  has  always  been  held  good  law  in  England  that,  in  the  event  of  failure  on  the 
part  of  the  copyholder  or  customary  tenant  to  render  the  stipulated  services,  his  lord 
might  come  in  and  possess  himself  of  his  lands  as  forfeited  ; and,  by  implication,  it 
follows  that  so  long  as  the  copyholder  did  perform  such  customary  services  his 


1 Blackstone’s  Commentaries  on  the  Laws  of  England. 
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inheritance  was  indefeasible.  Thus  copyholds  with  light  customary  burdens  have  in 
England  always  ranked  as  little  inferior  in  value  to  freeholds  ; and  innumerable  are 
the  instances  in  England  where  the  same  family  has  by  continued  descent  held  the 
same  lands  for  periods  counted  by  centuries.  In  1841  an  Act  of  Parliament  was 
passed  legalising  and  facilitating  the  enfranchisement  of  copyholds,  and  since  that 
date  their  conversion  into  freeholds  has  made  much  progress.  The  rights  of  a copy- 
holder  are  confined  to  the  surface  only.  He  cannot,  except  by  express  agreement, 
either  fell  timber  beyond  what  may  be  required  for  fuel  and  fencing,  or  search  for  or 
dig  minerals,  or  quarry  stone  ; but  he  is  usually  entitled  to  dig  and  use  sand,  gravel, 
and  clay  for  repairs  on  the  property. 

The  ancient  court  rolls  are  in  most  cases  preserved  on  the  manors  to  which  they 
belong,  and  in  the  custody  of  the  steward  of  the  manor.  Many  of  the  rolls,  however, 
have  been  placed  in  public  custody,  and  are  most  carefully  preserved,  and  frequently 
resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of  genealogical  investigation,  for  which,  within  their  own 
range,  they  stand  unrivalled.  On  some  of  the  ancient  manors  large  cities1  and  towns 
have  arisen,  but  the  lords  of  the  manor  still  retain  their  ancient  privileges,  and 
“thereout  suck  they  no  small  advantage.”  The  social  distinctions  of  lords  of  the 
manor,  yeomen,  retainers,  and  servants,  have  been  much  modified  by  the  bloodless 
revolutions  of  modern  changes  and  habits  of  life  ; but  even  now  the  home-coming 
of  a long-absent  landlord,  the  attainment  of  majority  by  his  heir,  the  funeral  of  a 
lord  of  a manor,  the  taking  possession  by  a new  lord,  the  fulfilment  by  him  of  the 
honourable  office  of  high  sheriff,  and  other  notable  occasions,  are  marked  by  the 
assemblage  of  the  tenantry  to  do  him  honour ; and  in  this  and  many  other  ways  the 
customs  and  ties  of  connection  and  of  mutual  support,  originating  in  the  eleventh 
century,  are  perpetuated  and  held  in  respect  far  into  the  nineteenth. 

The  bearing  of  all  this  on  the  descent  and  parentage  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick 
will  form  the  subject  of  the  next  chapter. 


1 The  town  of  Sheffield,  for  instance,  to  this  day 
does  not  possess  its  own  markets.  The  tolls  are 
the  private  property  of  the  Duke  of  Norfolk.  Only 


a few  years  have  elapsed  since  the  manorial  rights 
of  the  borough  of  Manchester  were  purchased  for  an 
immense  sum  from  the  lord  of  the  manor. 
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PARENTAGE  AND  BIRTH. 

The  purpose  of  the  previous  chapter  explanatory  of  the  peculiarities  and  usages 
of  copyhold  tenure  in  England  will  now  be  seen  ; for  it  furnishes  the  key  to  the  true 
parentage  of  the  knight.  It  has  been  explained  that  the  conditions  of  descent  of 
copyhold  properties  were  various  in  different  parts  of  England  according  to  the  custom 
of  the  particular  manor,  though  the  most  usual  course  of  descent  was  to  the  next 
heir.  Such  was  the  custom  of  the  Manor  of  Accrington,  in  the  county  palatine  of 
Lancaster,  of  which  Carter  Place,  Sir  Andrew’s  patrimonial  inheritance,  formed  parcel. 
Proof  of  the  descent  of  Carter  Place  by  hereditary  copyhold  title,  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  manor,  becomes  then  the  all-important  element  in  this  investigation  for 
fixing  his  genealogy. 

Carter  Place  was  situated  near  Haslingden,  and  the  estate  still  bears  the  same 
name.  In  an  affidavit1  made  May  26th,  1719,  still  preserved  in  the  archives  of  the 
Duchy  of  Lancaster,  it  is  described  as  consisting  of  15  acres  of  land,  with  two 
messuages  or  dwelling  houses  and  other  buildings  thereon.  In  the  Court  Rolls  of  the 
manor  of  Accrington,  under  date2  October  nth,  1726,  being  the  admittance  of  Sir 
Andrew  in  succession  to  his  father,  and  again  on3  May  31st,  1768  (ten  weeks  after 
Sir  Andrew’s  death),  the  property  is  more  minutely  described  as  follows  : — “ Two 
houses,  three  barns,  and  one  kiln  containing  twelve  bays  of  building,  with  other  the 
buildings  to  the  same  belonging  ; and  also  those  closes  or  parcels  of  land  commonly 
called  and  known  by  the  name  or  names  of  the  Chadwick  Croft,  the  Holm  Meadow, 
the  Acre,  the  Wood,  the  Shoots,  the  two  Cross  fields,  the  Kiln  meadow,  the  Royal 
meadow,  the  Adam  Hill,  the  Lowmost  meadow,  and  the  Back  Side ; and  also  two 
acres  of  common  situate,  lying,  and  being  upon  the  high  moor  ; and  also  other  two 
acres  of  common  lying  near  to  Friar  Hill.”  The  annual  rent  or  due  payable  to 


‘Public  Record  Office:  Duchy  Pleadings,  1719:  I 2 See  Appendix  N. 

“ Haworth  v.  Chadwick.”  In  Roll  for  1711.  ' 3 Ditto. 
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the  lords  of  the  manor  was  seven  shillings,  but  the  property  was  of  the  value  of 
fourteen  pounds  sterling  per  annum,  as  appears  from  the1  answer  of  Lady  Chadwick 
filed  in  Chancery  August  5th,  1768,  and  by  the  accounts  of  John  Henry  Fenoulhet, 
executor  of  Sir  Andrew,  allowed  and  referred  to  in  the  report  of  Mr.  S.  Pechell, 
Master  in  Chancery,  dated  February  19th,  1776.2 

Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  was  the  son  of  Ellis  Chadwick,  yeoman,  of  Carter  Place, 
grandson  of  Robert,  and  great-grandson  of  Ellis  (the  elder).  The  Court  Rolls  of  the 
manor  of  Accrington,  preserved  at  Clitheroe  Castle,  prove  this  descent  by  the  succes- 
sive admittances  to  the  copyhold  inheritance  of  Carter  Place.  In  these  court  rolls,  in 
the  twenty-second  year  of  the  reign  of  Queen  Elizabeth  (1580),  the  admittance  of 
Ellis  Chadwick  (the  elder)  is  recorded.  In  the  forty-fifth  year  of  Queen  Elizabeth 
(1603)  the  admittance  of  Robert  Chadwick,  as  son  and  heir-at-law  of  Ellis,  appears. 
The  admittance  of  Ellis  (the  younger),  son  and  heir  of  this  Robert,  took  place  at  a 
halmot,  or  manor  court,  held  October  8th,3  1684,  the  surrender  of  Robert  having  taken 
place  on  the  17th  of  the  previous  month,  and  in  the  Court  Roll  of  that  date  Ellis 
is  described  as  of  the  city  of  Dublin,  in  the  kingdom  of  Ireland.  The  court  rolls 
further  prove  that  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick,  as  the  eldest  son  and  heir  of  Ellis,  was 
admitted  to  the  possession  of  Carter  Place4  October  1 ith,  1726,  after  a verdict  on  oath 
by  a jury  of  fifteen  copyholders  of  the  manor. 

Ellis,  who  was  baptised  at  Haslingden,  August  20th,  1644,  had  four  brothers,  who 
were  consequently  uncles  of  Sir  Andrew.  Their  names  were  :5  James,  baptised  July, 
1667  ; Robert  (called  the  younger,  to  distinguish  him  from  Robert  his  grandfather, 
the  father  of  Ellis),  baptised  September  27th,  1668;  Thomas,  August  1 8th,  1670;  and 
Benjamin,  November  17th,  1674.  This  appears  from  the  report  of  Master  in  Chancery 
Wingfield,  investigated  by  him  on  proofs  adduced,  and  submitted  to  the  Court  of 
Chancery  November  nth,  1841. 

The  foregoing  remarks,  though  interesting,  are  mainly  of  value  as  contributory 
to  the  determination  of  the  main  question — Who  was  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick’s  father  ? 
The  proofs  that  he  was  the  son  of  Ellis  are  numerous  and  varied.  I shall  adduce 


1 See  Appendix  A. 

2 Public  Record  Office  : Chancery  Reports,  1776. 

3 See  Appendix  N. 

4 Ditto 


6 Master  Wingfield’s  General  Report  : Record  and 
Writ  Clerks’  Office.  Chancery  Reports,  1841-2. 
See  Appendix  C. 
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seven.  The  first  proof  is  the  pedigree  preserved  in  the  College  of  Arms1  (Heralds’ 
College),  London,  and,  from  its  position  in  the  collection,  and  incidental  internal 
evidence  under  the  description  of  Mary,  wife  of  Robert,  believed  to  have  been  written 
in  the  year  1719.  and  therefore  either  by  Sir  Andrew  or  by  some  contemporary.  The 
following  is  a copy  of  this  pedigree  : — 


Robt. 


Chadwick,  of  Carter  Place,  in=MARY,  daur-  of 


Haslingden,  Co.  Pal.  Lane. 
Deceased  long  ago. 


Holden,  of 

She  is  living,  1719.  Aitatcirca 
90. 


Ellis  Chadwick,  of  Carter=ANN,  daur-  of  Cole, 


Place  aforesd- 

Died  in  Dublin  circ.  1687 
vel  1688. 


of in  Co.  Down. 


Sr-  Andrew  Chadwick,  of  St-= 
James’,  Westminster.  Knighted 
18th  Jan.,  1709/10.  ALtat  circ.  34. 
As  yet  no  issue. 

Died  in  1768,  buried  at  S*- 
Marylebone  ; will  registered 
in  the  Prerogative  Office, 
London  in  the  book  “ Seeker ,” 
fo.  14S. 


=Margt.  daur.  of  Richard  Hum- 
fkey,  of  St.  Clement  Danes, 
London.  Marrd.  14th Nov.,  1718, 
at  Ormond  Street  Chapel.  She 
is  the  youngest  of  his  three  co- 
heirs. 

Died  about  the  year  ijSj,  burd- 
at  St-  Marylebone,  where  there 
is  a tombstone  to  her  memory. 


Robert. 

James. 


The  second  proof  is  from  the  answers  of  Sarah  Law  and  Mary  Duckworth,2  his 
first  cousins,  the  first  being  only  daughter  of  his  uncle  Robert,  and  the  second  only 
daughter  of  his  youngest  uncle  Benjamin.  These  answers  were  respectively  made 
July  8th  and  December  8th,  1768,  and  the  originals  are  now  preserved  in  the  Public 
Record  Office.3  Both  deponents  declared,  from  personal  knowledge,  that  he  was  the  son 
of  their  uncle  Ellis,  and  their  first  cousin.  The  third  proof  is  in  the  report  of  the  Master 
in  Chancery,  dated  November  1 ith,  1841, 4 before  referred  to.  The  fourth  proof  is  from 
Sir  Andrew  Chadwick’s  own  affidavit  sworn5  May  26th,  1719,  as  defendant  in  the  suit 


1 Heralds’ College:  MS.  Collection  of  Pedigrees,  H, 
vol.  vj.  p.  107 . The  additions  in  italics  are  from  other 
sources  of  information,  and  of  course  of  much  later 
date. 

2 See  Appendix  A. 

3 Public  Record  Office  : Chancery  Bills  and  An- 


swers. Reynardson,  1738-1800.  Roll  No.  2,079. 
Skins  1 to  10. 

4  See  Appendix  C. 

s Public  Record  Office  : Duchy  of  Lancaster  Plead- 
ings, Roll  1 7 1 1 . 
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of  Haworth  against  Chadwick,  which  was  an  action  for  ejectment  brought  in  formd 
pauperis  in  the  Duchy  Court  of  Lancaster,  but  subsequently  dismissed  for  want  of  pro- 
secution. In  this  affidavit  Sir  Andrew  declares  Ellis  Chadwick,  of  Carter  Place,  to  have 
been  his  great-grandfather;  Robert,  of  the  same  place,  his  grandfather;  Ellis,  of  the 
same  place,  his  father;  and  James,  Benjamin,  Thomas,  and  Robert,  brothers  of  Ellis, 
and  consequently  his  own  uncles.  (It  will  be  noted  that  neither  in  this  affidavit  nor 
in  that  mentioned  immediately  below  is  a uniform  order  of  seniority  of  these  uncles 
adhered  to.  It  was  probably  immaterial  for  the  purpose  ; and  the  exact  order  is 
clearly  shown  elsewhere,  and  is  accurately  set  forth  in  the  Master’s  Report  before 
referred  to.)  The  fifth  proof  is  in  the  joint  "^nd  several  affidavits  of  Mary  Chadwick 
(widow  of  Robert,  and  consequently  Sir  Andrew’s  grandmother)  and  of  each  of  her 
sons,  his  uncles  Benjamin,  Thomas,  Robert,  and  James,  made  in  1717  in  the  same 
suit  of  Haworth  against  Chadwick  before  the  Duchy  Court  of  Lancaster.  In  this 
joint  and  several  affidavit  the  same  facts  of  parentage  and  blood  relationship  are  set 
forth  and  sworn  to.  The  sixth  proof  is  found  in  the  attestations  of  Robert  and 
Benjamin  Chadwick,  brothers  of  Ellis,  made  at  the  Halmot  Court  of  the  Manor  of 
Accrington  before  a jury  of  fifteen  copyhold  tenants  of  that  manor1  November  22nd, 
1726,  as  recorded  in  the  Court  Roll  of  that  date  and  deposed  to  42  years  afterwards 
in  the  affidavit  of  their  niece,  Mary  Duckworth,  made  at  Bacup,  in  the  county  of 
Lancaster,  December  8th,  1768.2  Robert,  in  case  of  failure  to  prove  Sir  Andrew  the 
son  and  legal  heir  of  Ellis,  would  have  been  himself  much  nearer  the  inheritance, 
and  his  elder  brother  James  would  have  been  entitled  to  admittance  to  the  possession 
of  the  copyhold  of  Carter  Place  ; but  both  Robert  and  his  youngest  brother  Benjamin 
proved  by  oath  before  that  jury  of  their  neighbours  and  acquaintance  (to  whom, 
indeed,  the  fact  must  have  been  well  known,  and  who  could  not  be  deceived)  that  Sir 
Andrew  was  the  only  son  and  heir-at-law  of  Ellis.  The  seventh  proof  lies  in  the 
actual  admittance  of  Sir  Andrew  to  his  father’s  fine  of  Carter  Place,  which  he 
held  to  his  death.  The  record  of  his  admittance  is  set  forth  in  full  in  the  list  of 
documents  relating  to  his  real  and  personal  estate,  as  proved  by  his  widow,  Lady 


1 Clitheroe  Court  Rolls,  1726.  See  Appendix  O. 

2 Mary  Duckworth,  in  her  examination  taken  by 
commission  at  Bacup,  December  8th,  1768,  in  the 
suit  “ Scott  v.  Chadwick  and  others,”  deposed  that 

C 


her  uncle  Robert  would  have  been  the  heir  to  the  Carter 
Place  copyhold.  In  this  she  was  clearly  in  error,  as 
James  was  his  elder  brother.  See  Appendix  A. 
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Chadwick,  in  her  answer  made1  August  4th,  1768.  In  this  document,  also,  Lady 
Chadwick  reiterates  the  assertion  that  her  then  recently-deceased  husband  held 
Carter  Place  by  descent  as  the  son  and  heir  of  Ellis  Chadwick. 

It  would  be  easy  to  extend  these  proofs,  but  the  foregoing  are  ample  and  indis- 
putable. They  are  supported  by  original  deeds  and  parchments  now  in  existence, 
several  of  which  I have  seen,  and  copies  of  all  which  I possess  either  duly  attested  or 
made  under  my  own  supervision. 

The  date  of  death  of  Ellis,  his  father,  is  involved  in  some  doubt.  He  was 
certainly  dead  before  1719.  The  Master’s  Report  of  1841, 2 already  quoted  from,  puts 
it,  by  the  best  information  obtainable,  in  1687.  The  pedigree  in  the  Heralds’  College3 
affirms  his  death  to  have  occurred  in  1687  or  1688.  The  joint  affidavit  of  Mary 
Chadwick  and  her  four  sons  before  referred  to,  made  in  1717,  states  that  Ellis 
died  “about  twenty  years  ago,”  which  would  be  1697;  but  this  apparently  violent 
discrepancy  is  not  entitled  to  much  weight  when  the  frequent  wild  estimates  on 
chronological  matters  made  from  memory  by  illiterate  persons,  and  especially  by  aged 
people  of  that  class,  are  regarded.  Mary  Chadwick  at  this  time  was  nearly  ninety 
years  of  age.  Certain  pleadings  in  a suit,  Law  v.  Taylor,  at  the  Lancaster  Assizes, 
Hilary  Term,  1769, 4 stated  the  death  of  Ellis  to  have  occurred  in  1693,  in  the  infancy 
of  his  son,  but  upon  what  evidence  is  not  stated.  A pedigree  compiled  by  the  late 
John  Nurse  Chadwick,  of  King’s  Lynn,  and  annotated  by  the  late  Rev.  Canon  Raine, 
Vicar  of  Milnrow,  near  Rochdale,  a learned  antiquary,  well  acquainted  with  the 
history  of  the  Chadwick  family,  states  the  death  of  Ellis  to  have  occurred  in  Dublin, 
June  3rd,  1725.  I can  find  no  authority  for  this  statement,  which  is  certainly 
incorrect.  It  has  only  such  advantage  of  probability  as  is  derived  from  the  date  so 
immediately  preceding  the  admittance  of  his  son  Andrew  to  Carter  Place  in  1726; 
but  it  is  opposed  to  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick’s  own  sworn  declaration,  made  in  1719. 
wherein  he  describes  his  father  as  then  deceased.  It  also  contradicts  the  affidavit  of 
Ellis’s  own  mother  and  brothers,  made  two  years  earlier,  who  affirmed  his  death 
to  have  occurred  some  twenty  years  before.  Moreover,  it  is  certain,  from  the  fourth 
codicil  to  his  will,5  that  Andrew  was  of  tender  years  when  his  father  died,  and  as  he 


1 See  Appendix  A. 

2 See  Appendix  C. 
8 See  p.  16. 


4 Notes  and  Queries,  Series  IV.,  vol.  ij.  p.  441. 
6 See  p.  54. 
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was  probably  born  about  1676,  this  is  an  additional  corroboration  of  the  date  1687  as 
the  time  of  Ellis’s  death.  The  fact  is  not  very  material.  He  appears  to  have  died 
intestate. 

Ellis  the  elder,  the  great  grandfather  of  Sir  Andrew,  is  usually  described  in  old 
deeds  as  Ellis  Chadwick  of  Wolstenholme.  He1  was  a yeoman,  and  appears  to  have 
acquired  the  original  customary  title  to  the  Carter  Place  copyhold  property  by  pur- 
chase, and  it  thenceforth  descended  in  his  family  by  hereditary  succession.  He  was 
an  intimate  friend  of  Esquire  George  Birch,2 *  of  Birch  Hall,  Rusholme,  who  died  in 
1611,  and  whose  will,  proved  at  Chester  the  same  year,  gives  a small  legacy  to  his 
friend  Ellis  Chadwick. 

Robert  his  son,  the  father  of  Ellis  the  younger,  was  a yeoman  of  note.  He  was 
named  as  one  of  the  Commissioners  for  Lancashire,  appointed  by  the  Commonwealth 
of  England,  in  1650,  to  ascertain  and  report  upon  the  nature,  extent,  and  value  of 
church  property.  He  is  described  in  the  commission  as  Robert  Chadwick  of  Spot- 
land,  and  he  signs  the  report  “ Robte.  Chadwick.”  This  commission  and  report  are 
preserved  in  duplicate  in  the  British  Museum  and  in  the  library  of  the  Archbishop  of 
Canterbury  at  Lambeth  Palace,  and  have  lately  been  reprinted  by  the  Record  Society 
of  Lancashire  and  Cheshire.8 

That  Sir  Andrew  was  the  only  son  of  Ellis  appears  from  the  identical  sources  of 
authority  which  I have  already  quoted.  In  some  of  these  he  is  described  as  eldest 
son  of  Ellis  ; but  that  does  not  involve  of  necessity  that  he  had  any  brothers.  The 
title  eldest  son  was  commonly  used  in  connection  with  descent  of  copyholds,  whether 
the  heir  were  the  only  child  or  one  of  a greater  number.  No  evidence  has  ever  come 
to  my  knowledge  that  Sir  Andrew  had  a brother.  His  will  is  silent  on  the  subject  of 
brothers,  and  the  only  testamentary  references  made  by  him  to  relations  are  certain 
contemptuous  expressions,  in  the  fourth  and  fifth  codicils4  to  his  will,  under  the 
epithets  of  “ pretended  kindred  ” and  “ Lancashire  kites.”  Had  any  fraternal  relation- 
ship existed,  it  is  incredible  that  such  could  have  been  the  terms  employed  by  an 


1 Public  Record  Office  : Duchy  of  Lancaster  Plead- 

ings, “ Haworth  v.  Chadwick,”  1719.  Joint  and 

several  affidavit  of  Mary  Chadwick  and  others.  Roll 

1 7 1 1. 


2 History  of  Birch  Chapel,  published  by  Chetham 
Society.  Vol.  xlvij.  p.  87. 

■’  Publications  of  Record  Society  of  Lancashire  and 
Cheshire.  Vol.  j.  pp.  18,  28. 

4 See  pp.  54  and  56. 
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aged  man  to  describe  it.  In  that  case  he  must  have  used  a tenderer  and  more  precise 
form,  and  the  thirty  years’1  continuous  litigation  over  his  estate  could  not  have 
occurred.  But  his  unigeniture  is  affirmed  in  affidavits  by  Lady  Chadwick,  Sarah  Law, 
Mary  Duckworth,  and  others,  and  also  by  the  reports  of  the  Masters  in  Chancery 
already  cited.  A pedigree  from  Ireland,  which  I have  seen,  but  which  is  unsupported 
by  evidence,  mentions  three  brothers  of  Sir  Andrew,  viz.,  William,  Peter,  and  Thomas, 
and  one  sister  Martha,  all  being  the  children  of  Ellis  Chadwick  and  Anna  Maria 
(formerly  Newmarch),  his  wife.2  It  was  brought  out  in  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Keightley 
and  Mrs.  Glover,  on  the  trial  of  Birch  and  Martin,  September,  1771,  that  Sir  Andrew 
was  always  indisposed  to  mention  or  refer  to  his  relations  in  any  way. 

By  many  natives  of  Mottram  in  Longdendale  the  existence  of  a brother  Edward 
has  been  asserted,  and  this  is  the  line  on  which  the  Chadwicks  of  Philadelphia  have 
relied  ; and  pedigrees  elucidating  the  contention  have  been  compiled. 

These  pedigrees  may  be  true  in  themselves,  but  they  err  in  supposing  that  the 
Andrew  Chadwick  named  in  them  is  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick.  They  exemplify  the 
paramount  importance  in  all  genealogical  investigation  of  accurately  identifying 
individuals.  Indifference  to  this  cardinal  requirement  has  several  times  in  the  history 
of  the  Chadwick  family  been  productive  of  grave  error,  if  not  of  injustice. 

The  wildest  assertion  of  all  in  this  connection  reposes  on  the  assumption  that  one 
Joseph  Chadwick,  who  is  recorded  as  living  at  Falmouth,  Massachusetts,  in  the  early 
part  of  the  last  century,  was  a brother  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick,  of  England,  and  this 
without  a tittle  of  proof  or  semblance  of  probability. 

The  dfite  and  place  of  his  birth  remain  in  some  degree  of  obscurity ; for  almost 
as  much  mystery  surrounds  these  incidents  as  was  attributed  to  the  genealogy  and 
history  of  Melchisedec3  of  old.  Andrew  is  commonly  supposed  to  have  first  seen  the 
light  in  Dublin  about  1676  ; but  no  searches  of  my  own  or  of  any  other  person  to  my 
knowledge  have  as  yet  found  a register  of  the  fact.  His  cousin  Sarah  Law  made 
oath  and  said  three  months  after  his  death  that  she  had  caused  searches  to  be  made 
in  the  registers  of  the  churches  of  Dublin  without  success.4  Rewards  have  been 


1 The  proceedings  in  Chancery  were  not  closed  till 
1796. 

2 This  supposition  led  to  the  felonious  attempt  of 

Birch  and  Martin  to  manufacture  a spurious  will,  for 


which  they  suffered  the  extreme  penalty  of  the  law. 
(See  also  note,  p.  30.) 

3 Hebrews  vij.  3. 

4 Chancery  Bills  and  Answers,  1758-1800;  Roll, 
2,079. 


III.] 


Parentage  and  Birth. 


21 


offered  by  advertisement  for  the  production  of  such  a register,  but  hitherto  without 
effect.  The  date  1676  is  supported  by  the  Heralds’  College  Pedigree,  which  states  that 
at  his  knighthood  in  1710  he  was  aged  about  34.  Other  accounts  have  placed  his  birth 
in  1684,  but  upon  what  evidence  I am  unable  to  state.  It  has  also  been  asserted  that 
he  was  baptised  at  Monckton,  Ireland,  on  the  2nd  of  July,  1670,  but  there  is  no 
assurance  of  identity.  The  mural  inscription1  said  to  have  been  placed  near  his 
burial-place  at  Marylebone  is  alleged  to  have  stated  his  age  at  84  years,  which,  if 
authenticated,  would  have  made  the  date  of  his  birth  1684,  as  above  stated.  No  docu- 
mentary evidence  has  been  hitherto  procurable  of  the  previous  marriage  of  his  parents ; 
but  proof  of  his  legitimacy  must  have  been  given  to  the  jury  at  Accrington  in  1726 
as  a condition  of  his  admittance  to  the  copyhold  of  Carter  Place;  and  though  the 
evidences,  with  one  valuable  exception,  are  now  wanting  to  us,  the  fact  of  such 
admittance  stamps  the  proof.  The  important  exception  is  the  oath  of  his  uncle 
Robert,  of  all  persons  in  the  world  save  one  the  most  interested  in  proving  his 
illegitimacy,  but  who  deposed  to  his  true  birth.  Scott,2  his  wily  friend  and  residuary 
legatee,  for  filthy  lucre  did  in  a bill  of  complaint  filed  in  Chancery3  April  27th,  1768, 
throw  doubts  on  the  legitimacy  of  his  patron  ; but  no  proof  was  even  attempted,  and 
the  base  and  scandalous  allegation  was  not  persevered  in. 

The  tradition  that  Dublin  was  his  birth-place  appears  to  rest  on  the  undoubted 
fact  that  Ellis  resided  in  that  city,  as  is  established  by  the  affidavits  of  Sarah  Law 
and  Mary  Duckworth  and  other  documents  before  mentioned,  including  a recital  to 
that  effect  in  the  Court  Rolls4  of  the  manor  of  Accrington  on  his  admittance  to  the 
property  at  Carter  Place. 

Even  his  mother’s  name  is  subject  of  doubt.  The  pedigree  in  Heralds’  College5 
and  most  other  records  give  her  name  as  Ann  Cole  ; but  Sarah  Law  in  her6  affidavit 
of  July  8th,  1768,  affirmed  that  she  had  heard  and  believed  that  the  maiden 
name  of  Sir  Andrew’s  mother  was  Ann  Hunter,  and  that  she  was  sister  to  Mrs. 


1 See  p.  44. 

2 Alexander  Scott,  whose  proceedings  after  Sir 
Andrew  Chadwick’s  death  constitute  no  small  por- 

tion of  the  following  memoir,  was  a boon  companion 
and  political  friend  of  Sir  Andrew’s,  and  became  his 

sole  residuary  legatee.  He  lived  at  Brompton  in  1 768, 

afterwards  in  Suffolk  Street,  Charing  Cross,  and  died 

there  October,  1802,  and  was  buried  at  Bedminster, 


Bristol  (see  “Gentleman’s  Magazine,”  1803,  vol. 
lxxiij.  part  ij.  p.  1,205). 

s Public  Record  Office  : Chancery  Bills  and  An- 
swers. Reynardson.  1758-1800.  Roll  2,079.  Skin  1. 
4 See  Appendix  N. 
s See  p.  16. 

8 See  Appendix  A. 
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Hunter,  late  embroideress  to  Queen  Anne.  Even  this  assertion  is  open  to  question, 
for  if  Mrs.  Hunter  was  sister  to  Andrew’s  mother  she  must  have  changed  her  name 
on  marriage,  and  may  previously  have  borne  the  name  of  Cole.  The  pleadings  in 
Law  v.  Taylor  at  the  Lancaster  Assizes,  1769,  already  referred  to,  declared  that  Ellis, 
the  father  of  Sir  Andrew,  had  married  in  Ireland  a lady  of  fashion,  who  had  some 
connection  with  Queen  Anne,  but  no  name  is  assigned  to  the  lady.1  AMS.  pedigree 
compiled  in  Ireland,  and  sent  me  from  Waterford,  states  Ellis’  wife  as  one  Anna 
Maria  Newmarch,2  but  I have  the  gravest  doubts  as  to  the  identity  of  the  person, 
apart  from  the  fact  of  total  absence  of  proof.  The  same  thing  was  stated  in  the  trial 
of  Birch  and  Martin,  and  formed  the  groundwork  of  their  forgeries. 

It  now  only  remains  to  notice  the  oft-repeated  statement  that  Sir  Andrew 
Chadwick  was  the  son  of  one  Ralph,  of  Godley,  in  the  parish  of  Mottram-in-Long- 
dendale,  in  the  county  of  Chester.  A baptismal  register  from  Mottram  church,  of 
the  date  of  November  7th,  1670,  is  industriously  exhibited;  and  undoubtedly  it 
proves  that  a male  child,  the  son  of  Ralph  Chadwick,  of  that  parish,  was  then  and 
there  baptised,  and  received  the  name  of  Andrew.  But  here  the  interest  ceases. 
There  is  absolutely  no  shadow  of  proof  that  that  child  was  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick.  Any 
man  of  the  name  of  Chadwick  might  call  his  son  Andrew,  as  several  in  fact  did — the 
Christian  names  of  Ellis,  Andrew,  and  Humphrey  having  been  favourites  among 
Chadwicks.  No  embarrassment  or  doubt  on  the  subject  can  exist  in  the  mind  of 
any  enlightened  and  unprejudiced  person  after  consideration  of  the  unimpeachable 
evidence  already  summarised  as  established  from  the  copyhold  descent,  and  facts 
and  dates  already  quoted.  In  a statement  lately  put  forth  from  Philadelphia,  it  is 
bravely  asserted  that  in  his  will  Sir  Andrew  declared  himself  to  be  the  son  of  Ralph 
Chadwick,  of  Godley.  The  appeal  thus  made  to  a document  will,  on  being  followed 
up,  carry  its  own  confutation,  for  no  allusion  to  his  extraction  appears  in  will  or 
codicils. 

If  Sir  Andrew  were  the  son  of  Ellis,  he  could  not  be  the  son  of  Ralph.  Had  he 
been  born  in  1670,  and  his  father  died  in  1687,  he  could  hardly  have  spoken  so 
pathetically  in  his  fourth  codicil  of  his  defenceless  orphan  state,  for  he  would  have 
been  seventeen  years  old  at  his  father’s  death.  One  additional  fact  weighs  with  me 


Notes  and  Queries,  Series  IV.,  vol.  ij.  p.  441. 
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in  rejecting  Ralph  as  the  immediate  progenitor  of  Sir  Andrew.  Andrew,  the  son  of 
Ralph,  was  baptised  1670.  Sir  Andrew  died  1768,  which  would  give  ninety-eight 
years  of  age.  No  greater  age  than  about  ninety-two  has  ever  been,  with  reason, 
assigned  to  him.  Mrs.  Glover,  on  the  trial  of  Birch  and  Martin,  in  1771,  stated  Sir 
Andrew  Chadwick’s  age  at  his  death  at  about  ninety;1  and  even  that  must  partake 
of  the  incredible  in  the  eyes  of  any  who,  as  I and  several  others  have  done,  should 
gaze  on  the  marvellously  clear,  bold,  firm  handwriting  of  his  will  and  codicils,  the  last 
of  which  was  written  within  three  days  of  his  death. 


See  copy  of  the  inscription  on  his  tomb  giving  him  the  age  of  84  at  death.  Page  44. 


Chapter 


EARLY  LIFE. 

THOUGH  little  more  than  a century  has  elapsed  since  the  grave  closed  over  Sir 
Andrew  Chadwick,  the  few  truthful  fragments  of  his  history  that  we  can  certainly 
collect  are  procurable  only  by  the  expenditure  of  much  patience  and  perseverance. 
By  laborious  investigation  in  libraries,  registers,  old  manuscripts,  and  parchment  rolls 
of  legal  records  is  the  successful  pursuit  of  such  an  object  alone  possible.  Already 
a mass  of  exaggerated  tradition  has  encrusted  the  memory  and  scant  history  of  this 
singular  man  ; and  one  important  object  I have  in  view  is  to  seek  by  fair  inference 
and  balanced  judgment  to  separate  the  true  from  the  false — the  historic  from  the 
romantic — fact  from  fiction.  Whenever  I mention  tradition  I trust  I shall  so  dis- 
tinguish it.  Whenever  I assert  a fact,  I hope  to  give  its  source  and  the  evidence  on 
which  it  rests. 

In  no  chapter  will  the  preponderance  of  romance  over  sober  fact  be  more  apparent 
than  in  this  on  Sir  Andrew’s  early  life.  If  his  whole  career  is  shrouded  in  some 
mystery,  its  beginning  is  veiled  in  a remarkable  degree  of  obscurity,  and  he  emerges 
into  life  so  mysteriously  that  close  and  diligent  search  has  hitherto  failed  to  produce 
the  register  of  his  birth  or  baptism.  After  the  last  chapter  it  will  be  noted  that 
I speak  exclusively  of  the  son  of  Ellis  Chadwick,  for  such  Sir  Andrew  most 
undoubtedly  was. 

More  than  one  investigator  has  resigned  in  despair  as  hopeless  the  task  of 
unravelling  these  mysteries ; and  a saying  that  he  seems  to  have  dropped  from  the 
clouds  has  been  uttered  by  not  a few  who  have  directed  their  attention  to  him. 

Yet  this  mythical  character  of  his  origin  is  not  really  to  be  greatly  wondered  at. 
Let  any  reader  ask  the  same  question  as  to  his  own  progenitor  of  three  generations 
back,  and  possibly  he  may  be  confronted  with  as  intractable  a problem.  At  no 
period  in  this  century,  I am  persuaded,  have  so  many  intelligent  persons  independently 
attacked  this  man  of  mystery  as  have  recently  been  engaged  in  inquiries  respecting 
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him ; and  never  before  were  the  indispensable  searches  capable  of  being  so  conveniently 
made.  Parish  registers,  or  so  much  as  is  left  of  them — and  that,  it  is  a source  of 
much  thankfulness  to  say,  is  more  than  could  have  been  hoped  for — are  now  regarded 
with  veneration,  and  almost  universally  tended  with  sacred  care.  The  national 
records  are  lodged  in  palatial  buildings,  and  tabulated  and  indexed  by  scholars 
specially  selected  for  their  skill  and  natural  aptitude  for  the  work,  and  are  at  the  free 
service  of  every  inquirer.  Public  and  private  libraries,  rich  in  manuscripts  shedding 
light  on  the  history  of  past  days,  are  thrown  open  freely  or  on  proper  introduction 
to  students  of  every  class.  Many  private  collections  of  invaluable  manuscripts 
have  been  purchased  by  Parliament  and  safely  lodged  in  the  British  Museum,  with 
the  utmost  freedom  of  access,  and  all  well  indexed.  Contrast  this  with  the  state 
of  these  priceless  records  half-a-century  ago.  The  parish  registers  were  left  in  the 
churches  frequently  accessible  to  all  comers,  or  at  best  consigned  to  the  uncongenial 
companionship  and  custody  of  a possibly  illiterate  parish  clerk,  neither  able  to 
decipher  the  records  of  a century  back  nor  capable  of  entertaining  the  most 
elementary  chord  of  sympathy  with  the  antiquated  memorials.  Nor  were  the 
public  records  of  the  nation  in  better  plight.1  Piled  in  heaps  in  damp  cellars,  in 
vaults  connected  with  the  courts  of  law,  in  attics  in  Government  offices,  in  the  crypt 
and  chapter  house  of  Westminster  Abbey,  and  choking  the  chapel  of  the  Tower  of 
London,  they  were  embarrassing  by  their  weight  and  extent,  and  useless  from  their 
great  defects  of  classification.  The  libraries  of  rich  collectors  of  historic  lore  were 
not  available  for  study  and  comparatively  unknown,  while  the  muniments  of 
ecclesiastical  and  civil  corporations  were  jealously  secluded  and  lent  no  aid  to 
research.  The  consequences  were  valuable  parchments  perishing  from  damp  and  the 
depredations  of  rats,  as  well  as  of  “two-handed  ferrets”2 — rich  stores  of  private 
history  in  the  hands  of  bookworms  and  bibliophilists — and  parish  registers  mutilated 
to  a degree  and  with  a refinement  of  ignorant  activity  that  only  a student  can 
appreciate  and  bewail. 

The  extraction  and  marshalling  of  such  scanty  and  imperfect  facts  relating  to 
Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  as  these  pages  embody  are  due  very  largely  to  the  modern 
facilities  just  adverted  to;  but  it  is  probable  that  a few  years  more,  so  far  from 


See  First  Report  of  Record  Commissioners. 
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relegating  them  further  into  the  dim  past,  will  serve  to  set  them  forth  in  a state  of 
greater  completeness  and  definition,  to  which  that  receding  past  will  contribute 
a constantly  deepening  and  more  and  more  effective  background. 

As  stated  in  the  last  chapter,  Andrew  is  believed  to  have  been  born  in  the  city 
of  Dublin  about  1676.  His  mother’s  name  is  not  certainly  known.  Ellis  Chadwick, 
his  father,  is  supposed  to  have  married  one  Ann  Cole,  and  her  name  is  linked  with 
his  in  the  pedigrees  at  Heralds’  College,  and  elsewhere;  but  a diligent  search  through 
complete  registers1  of  Dublin  marriage  licenses  and  marriages  has  failed  to  supply  a 
clue  to  the  time,  place,  and  circumstances  of  this  union.  Other  accounts  set  forth  one 
Ann  Hunter  as  the  wife  of  Ellis;  and  I have  already  referred  to  the  statement  that 
Ellis  married  a lady  named  Anna  Maria  Newmarch,2  described  as  a“  lady  of  fashion.” 
At  the  present  time  no  evidence  is  at  my  command  which  would  justify  an  attempt  to 
discriminate  between  these  ladies,  and  select  from  them  Andrew’s  mother.  A theory 
has  been  started  that  Ellis  had  two  wives.  This  also  is  an  unsolved  problem. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  marriages  of  an  Ellis  Chadwick  with  an  Ann  Hunter, 
and  of  an  Ellis  Chadwick  with  an  Anna  Maria  Newmarch,  may  be  found  to  have 
been  lawfully  contracted  ; but  in  all  such  matters  the  identity  of  the  person  in 
each  case  is  the  difficult  element  of  proof.  Among  several  Ellises  and  several 
Andrews  we  are  apt  to  become  embarrassed,  and  if  we  once  take  leave  of  our  caution 
may  be  led  astray  by  substitution. 

In  the  trial  at  the  Lancaster  Assizes  in  Hilary  Term,  1769, 3 between  Law  and 
Taylor,  plaintiffs,  and  Duckworth  and  Wilkinson,  defendants,  it  was  given  in  evidence 
that  “ Ellis  Chadwick  when  living  in  Ireland  married  a lady  of  fashion,  who  had  some 
connection  with  her  late  Majesty  Queen  Anne,  and  had  issue  by  her  the  late  Sir 
Andrew  Chadwick  ; that  Ellis  the  father,  dying  in  his  son’s  infancy,  his  widow  brought 
her  son  Andrew  to  England,  where  he  was  early  introduced  at  court,  and,  being  con- 
temporary with  the  young  Duke  of  Gloucester,  became  a great  favourite  with  him, 
was  knighted,  and  had  divers  preferments.”  A pretty  story  truly,  and  a romantic  ! 
But  hark  we  back  to  facts  and  dates.  The  Princess  Anne,  second  daughter  of  King 


1  A very  complete  classified  and  alphabetically- 
arranged  Register  of  Dublin  Marriage  Licenses  in  the 
Consistory  Court  of  Dublin,  from  1660-1823,  com- 
piled by  a former  Principal  Registrar,  in  fourteen 


volumes,  is  preserved  in  Sir  Thomas  Phillipps’ 
Library  at  Cheltenham  (MS.  No.  15,222,  &c. ). 

2 See  note,  p.  30. 

3 Notes  and  Queries,  Series  IV.,  vol.  ij.  p.  441. 
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James  II.,  was  born  in  1664.  At  the  supposed  birth  of  Sir  Andrew,  1676,  she  would 
be  twelve  years  old.  A year  previously,  when  at  the  latest  this  lady  of  fashion  would 
be  married  to  Ellis,  the  princess  would  be  eleven — a rather  early  age  at  which  to  form 
and  fix  an  attachment  which  should  survive  for  thirty-four  years  afterwards,  and 
eventuate  in  the  knighthood  of  a member  of  the  next  generation.  If  the  affection  of 
the  princess  for  the  mother  was  so  strong  as  to  account  for  the  knighthood  of  the  son, 
why  did  she  permit  eight  years  of  her  short  reign  of  twelve  and  a half  years  to  elapse 
before  conferring  the  honour?  She  came  to  the  throne  and  became  Queen  March 
8th,  1702,  and  knighted  Andrew  January  18th,  1710.  She  had  become  a mother  no  less 
than  seventeen  times,  but  with  the  exception  of  one  son,  the  Duke  of  Gloucester,  all 
her  children  were  either  still-born  or  died  immediately  after  birth.1 

The  Duke  of  Gloucester,  son  of  the  Queen,  died  January  29th,  1700,  aged  eleven 
years  and  five  days.  He  had  been  for  a year  previously  under  the  charge  of  three 
clerical  tutors,  and  as  Andrew,  the  unknown  Anglo-Irish  boy,  was  about  twenty-four 
years  old  at  the  time,  the  probability  of  intimate  companionship  can  scarcely  be 
thought  well  established.  A statement  has  been  made  that  Andrew  was  “so  excellent 
a penman2  that  Queen  Anne  appointed  him  writing  master  to  her  son,  the  Duke 
of  Gloucester.”  If  this  were  so,  it  might  offer  some  slight  means  of  reconciling  the 
assertions  as  to  his  intimacy  with  the  youthful  heir  apparent.  The  statement  has  just 
so  much  of  probability  as  is  derivable  from  the  undoubted  excellence  of  Sir  Andrew’s 
handwriting;  but  the  full  authenticity  of  the  extract  from  the  old  newspaper,  here 
quoted,  is  laid  open  to  doubt  by  the  incorrectness  of  two  other  statements  following  it 
in  the  same  sentence,  that  “he  was  made  one  of  the  poor  knights  of  Windsor,  and 
that  he  was  knighted  by  George  the  First.”  Both  these  assertions  will  be  examined  in 
the  proper  places  and  their  fallacy  demonstrated. 

If  the  account  of  the  removal  to  England,  in  infancy,  by  the  widow  be  enter- 
tained, it  fails  to  present  on  examination  the  elements  of  consistency.  The  infancy 
of  Sir  Andrew  (though  in  English  legal  phraseology  implying  any  age  under  twenty- 
one)  must  be  taken  to  mean  a tender  age — say  under  ten.  Born  in  or  about  1676,  this 
removal  would  thus  be  before  1686,  when  James  II.  was  King,  and  embroiled  with 


s The  Gazetteer  and  New  Daily  Advertiser,  Thurs- 
day, September  19th,  1771. 


1 Wyon’s  History  of  Queen  Anne,  vol.  j.  p.  46. 
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his  parliament  and  people.  The  Revolution  of  1688  saw  the  abdication  of  the  ill-fated 
monarch  and  the  accession  of  his  elder  daughter,  with  her  husband  the  Prince  of 
Orange,  as  William  III.  and  Mary  II.  Where  and  why  the  court  favour  should  arise 
I am  utterly  unable  to  conjecture,  and  I dismiss  the  surmise  with  faith  most 
attenuated  in  the  truth  of  its  historic  basis. 

In  another  suit  at  law,  in  the  English  Court  of  Exchequer,  it  was  affirmed  on 
oath  that  Ellis  Chadwick,  of  Dublin,  had  five  children  by  one  wife.  A further  affirma- 
tion records  that  Andrew  had  a brother  named  Green.  How  this  could  possibly  be, 
if  Green  was  the  surname,  I am  at  a loss  to  conceive.  He  might  have  had  a half 
brother  named  Green,  supposing  his  father  had  married  a widow  with  a son  of  that 
name;  or  he  might  have  a brother-in-law  bearing  the  same  cognomen,  supposing  he 
had  a sister  who  had  married  a Green.  But  all  this  is  sublimated  speculation.  The 
affirmations  alluded  to,  so  far  as  I know,  were  unsupported  by  any  evidence  of 
identity,  and  they  are  just  so  much  gossip,  and  for  practical  purposes  of  scientific 
genealogical  investigation  curious  but  worthless. 

It  is  an  undoubted  fact  that  Andrew  was  early  thrown  on  the  world,  and  that  his 
youthful  experiences  were  bitter.  He  was  an  orphan.  In  the1  fourth  codicil  to  his 
will,  dated  March  3rd,  1768  (twelve  days  before  his  death),  he  refers  very  pointedly 
and  with  as  much  feeling  as  he  was  capable  of,  to  the  “ base  and  cruel  usage  he  met 
with  from  his  relations  when  he  was  an  orphan.”  And  in  the2  fifth  codicil,  made  five 
days  afterwards,  on  the  8th  of  March  (exactly  a week  before  his  death,  and  under 
the  impression  that  his  previous  codicil  had  been  purloined),  he  mentions  the  same 
relatives  as  “ the  hungry  Lancashire  Kites,  to  whom  I owe  nothing  by  the  ties  of 
blood  relationship  or  natural  affection,”  and  incapable  of  making  good  use  of  a legacy 
if  bestowed. 

In  this  episode,  which  is  historically  true,  I see  a strong  argument  against  the 
hypothesis  of  his  having  brothers  and  sisters.  A morose  temperament,  such  as  is 
displayed  in  the  extracts  just  quoted,  is  perfectly  consistent  with  the  isolation  of  a 
single  child  deprived  of  father — more  probably  of  both  parents— very  early  in  life, 
and  thrown  on  the  billows  of  this  troublesome  world  when  the  Chai-ta  rasa  of  the 
mind  was  most  sensitive  to  receive  and  retain  whatever  legend  should  be  written 


1 See  p.  54. 


* See  p.  56. 
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upon  it.  If  he  had  experienced  the  inestimable  advantage  of  domestic  companionship 
in  youth  with  brothers  and  sisters,  I put  it  to  any  brother  or  any  sister  whether  it 
would  have  been  likely  for  him  at  an  advanced  age  and  in  the  immediate  prospect  of 
dissolution  to  pen  such  unfeeling  and  vindictive  words  as  I have  just  quoted. 
Separation  is  not  sufficient  alone  to  explain  this.  The  ardent  pursuit  of  wealth  will  not 
compass  the  difficulty.  The  associations  of  youth,  when  the  memory  is  most  retentive, 
the  disposition  most  pliable,  the  impressions  most  indelible,  alone  appear  capable  of 
giving  a sufficient  explanation  ; and  that  explanation  apparently  is  that  he  had  no 
brothers,  still  more  emphatically  that  he  had  no  sisters — that  he  was  in  the  unfortunate 
position  of  being  an  only  child. 

The  entire  surroundings  and  evidences  at  this  point  are  characterised  by  an  Arctic 
frigidity  ; and  a careful  study  of  these  furnishes  a key  to  much  that  appears  unfeeling 
and  eccentric  in  after  life.  Of  the  nature  of  his  bitter  experiences  of  his  relations  in 
his  early  adversity  we  have  no  precise  information ; but  tradition,  probably  largely 
aided  by  imagination,  has  not  failed  here  to  record  immediately  succeeding  steps 
offering  a fanciful  explanation.  He  is  represented  in  one  direction  as  having  fled  to 
sea,  gone  to  the  East  Indies,  and  made  a fortune ; in  another  as  having  enlisted  as  a 
private  soldier  in  the  Guards,  and  sprung  into  sudden  fame  by  saving  the  life  of  the 
Queen,  when  her  horse  became  unmanageable  at  a review,  for  which  service  he  was 
knighted  and  rewarded  with  place  and  emolument.  Very  diligent  searches  in  a 
widely  extended  field  of  contemporary  literature  have  failed  to  supply  me  with  a 
single  fact  to  corroborate  any  of  these  assertions.  I can  find  no  record  of  Queen 
Anne’s  life  being  in  danger,  or  of  a soldier  seizing  her  horse  and  saving  her  life.  By 
what  means  his  friendless  youth  became  transformed  into  his  prosperous,  though 
apparently  penurious,  manhood  there  is  little  attainable  explanation  to  elucidate. 
It  is  at  this  moment  largely  the  sport  of  imagination  ; but  this  belongs  to  the  next 
chapter. 

Some  accounts1  even  give  the  dates  of  his  enlistment  in  the  British  army  (June 


1 The  following  advertisement  appeared  in  the 
“ Manchester  Times  ” of  June  9th,  1838  : — “To  the 
family  of  Chadwicks.  Whereas  Andrew  Chadwick, 
the  son  of  Ralph  Chadwick  de  Godley,  baptised  at 
Mottram-in-Longdendale,  Cheshire,  on  the  7th  day 
of  November,  1670,  enlisted  into  the  Guards  on  the 


28th  day  of  June,  1698,  in  the  tenth  year  of  the  reign 
of  King  William  the  Third  (from  a village  in  the  said 
county  of  Chester  called  Mottram,  and  was  discharged 
at  his  own  request  on  the  10th  of  August,  1710,  and 
in  the  eighth  year  of  the  reign  of  Her  Majesty  Queen 
Anne),  was  knighted  at  St.  James’s,  18th  January, 
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28th,  1698),  and  of  his  discharge  at  his  own  request  (August  ioth,  1710).  All  this,  I 
believe,  refers  to  a certain  Andrew,  of  Godley,  the  son  of  Ralph.  To  all  acquainted 
with  British  feeling  and  usage  it  will  appear  impossible  that  a person  could  be 
admitted  to  the  rank  of  knighthood  and  remain  a private  soldier  for  eight  months 
afterwards. 

How  and  where  he  was  educated  is  not  ascertainable,  but  the  fact  of  his  educa- 
tion is  undeniable.  I have  seldom  seen  a more  entirely  covetable  style  of  handwriting 
than  his.  A careful  inspection  of  his  will  and  seven  codicils,  all  written  by  himself 
within  a period  of  three  years  of  his  death,  when  he  was  undoubtedly  an  aged  man, 
convinces  me  that  he  had  been  carefully  taught  in  youth,  and  had  contracted 
methodical  habits  which  clung  to  him  through  life.  The  verbiage  of  his  will1 — its 
strenuous  style — and  the  fact  of  his  leaving  a vast  accumulation  of  papers  behind  him, 
as  Mr.  Fenoulhet  shows  in  his  affidavit2  in  Chancery,  November  8th,  1769,  all  point 
to  good  early  training  and  education.3 


1709-10,  and  died  15th  day  of  March,  1768,  intestate, 
seized  of  property  to  a considerable  amount.  A meet- 
ing of  the  relations  of  the  late  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick 
will  be  held  at  the  house  of  Mr.  John  Smith,  Crown 
Inn,  Ashton-under- Lyne,  on  Saturday,  the  x 6th  day  of 
June,  1838,  at  eleven  o’clock  in  the  forenoon,  when 
and  where  it  is  particularly  requested  that  those  per- 
sons who  claim  a relationship  to  the  said  Sir  Andrew 
Chadwick  will  come  prepared  with  their  respective 
pedigrees,  and  to  consult  upon  and  devise  such  mea- 


3  The  following  are  some  notes  of  parochial 
registrations  in  Ireland  which  have  been  adduced. 
The  similarity  of  name  is  their  sole  title  to  notice  : — 

Marriage  of  Ellis  Chadwick  and  Anna  Maria 
Newmarch,  both  of  Stillorgan,  in  the  county  of 
Dublin,  at  Monckton  or  Monkstown,  ioth  July, 
1669. 

Baptisms  of  William,  Peter,  and  Thomas,  issue 
of  the  above  Ellis  and  Anna  Maria  Chadwick,  in  the 
parish  church  of  Lucan,  County  Dublin,  September 
nth,  1673. 

Burial  of  Anna  Maria  Chadwick,  wife  of  said 
Ellis  Chadwick,  August  29th,  1711. 

Many  other  extracts  from  Irish  parochial  registers 


sures  as  will  be  to  the  advantage  of  all  the  parties 
interested.  N.B. — It  is  generally  believed  that  the 
lineal  and  collateral  descendants  have  resided  or  do 
reside  in  or  near  eight  townships  of  the  parish  of 
Mottram. — J.  H.  & T.  Chadwick,  New  Mills,  June 
4th,  1838.” 

1 See  p.  48. 

3 Public  Record  Office  : Chancery  Bills  and  An- 
swers. Reynardson,  1758-1800.  Roll  2,079. 


are  extant  relating  to  descendants  of  Ellis  and  Anna 
Maria  Chadwick,  but  they  are  immaterial  for  the 
present  purpose. 

The  existence  of  many  Chadwicks  of  high  respect- 
ability and  long  settlement  in  Ireland  is  a great  fact, 
of  which  I have  not  as  yet  seen  any  clear  explanation. 
Military  expeditions  and  trading  attractions  have 
severally  been  assigned  as  the  reasons  for  their  first 
migration.  By  some  of  the  present  generation  it  has 
been  thought  that  the  above-named  Ellis  had  two 
wives,  Ann  Hunter  and  Anna  Maria  Newmarch. 
This  may  be  so  : but  the  fact  has  no  bearing  on  the 
object  of  this  book,  for  he  was  certainly  not  the  father 
of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick. 


Laptev  V. 


KNIGHTHOOD  AND  MIDDLE  LIFE. 

The  honour  of  knighthood  was  conferred  on  Andrew  Chadwick  by  Oueen  Anne,  on 
the  1 8th  January,  1709-10,  he  being  then  aged  about  34.  These  data  are  given  in  the 
Heralds’  College  Pedigree1  already  cited  ; and  are  also  mentioned  in  other  documents, 
probably  resting  on  that  authority.  The  original  Register  of  Pedigrees  of  Knights 
created  from  the  reign  of  King  Charles  II.  to  that  of  Queen  Anne  (1660-1714)  is 
preserved  in  the  British  Museum.2  In  this  instance  it  gives  neither  pedigree,  date,  nor 
Christian  name.  The  page  devoted  to  him  bears  only  the  single  word  “ Chadwick  ; ” 
no  further  information  evidently  having  been  supplied  by  the  recipient.  The  knight- 
hood next  previously  recorded  in  the  Register  is  dated  March  21st,  1708-9,  and  the 
next  subsequently  June  4th,  1710;  thus  rendering  the  accepted  date  correct  within  those 
limits.  Boyer’s  work  on  the  “Annals  of  Queen  Anne”3  records  in  1710: — “January  : 
about  the  middle  of  this  month  the  Queen  was  pleased  to  confer  the  honour  of  Knight- 
hood on  Andrew  Chadwick,  Esq.”  And  in  “Narcissus  Luttrell’s  Diary,”4  which  he  kept 
from  1678-1714,  and  which  furnished  Lord  Macaulay  with  much  material  for  his 
history,  it  is  recorded  that  “on  Saturday,  Jan.  21st,  1709-10,  Her  Majesty  conferred 
the  honour  of  Knighthood  on  Ambrose”  (evidently  an  error  for  Andrew)  “ Chadwick, 
Esq.”  A variation  of  three  days  is  here  apparent ; not  very  material  in  any  way.  The 
same  variation  of  date  appears  in  the  “ Evening  Post  ”5  of  that  period,  the  announce- 


1 Heralds’  College  : MS.  Pedigrees,  H,  vol.  vj. 
p.  107.  See  copy  at  p.  16  ante. 

2 Harleian  MSS.,  No.  5,802,  p.  77b.  Reprinted  by 
F.  Townsend.  Lond.  1833.  In  the  reprint  the  record 
appears  with  some  additions,  thus  : — “ 1709/10,  Jan. 

1 8th,  “Chadwick  Andrew,  Gent.  Pensioner,  N.P.” 

(no  pedigree).  The  editor  gives  no  authority  nor 

indication  of  the  source  whence  he  derived  these 
additions.  The  entire  MS.  has  been  reprinted  by 


the  Harleian  Society  (1873),  under  the  editorship  of 
Mr.  Marshall,  and  with  scrupulous  fidelity  to  the 
original. 

3 Annals  of  Queen  Anne,  by  Abel  Boyer,  in  eleven 
vols.  Vol.  ix.  (1710)  p.  405. 

4 Narcissus  Luttrell’s  Diary,  six  vols,  Oxford,  1857. 
Vol.  vj.  p.  537. 

5 “Evening  Post,”  1709-10,  No.  69,  from  Thurs- 
day, Jan.  19th,  to  Saturday,  Jan.  21st,  p.  3. 
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ment  in  which  appears  thus : — “London,  Jan.  21st.  Her  Majesty  has  been  pleased  to 
confer  the  honour  of  knighthood  on  Andrew  Chadwick,  Esq.”  Probably  this  was 
the  source  from  which  Boyer  derived  his  information,  but  as  the  newspaper  was 
published  on  the  21st  it  is  clear  that  the  ceremony  must  have  taken  place  on  an 
earlier  day. 

The  supposition  is  that  the  dignity  was  conferred  at  St.  James’s  Palace.  This 
is  extremely  probable,  as  the  queen  was  in  residence  there  at  the  time.  On  Wednesday, 
the  1 8th,  Her  Majesty  attended  at  the  House  of  Lords,  and  gave  the  Royal  Assent 
to  an  Act  for  Continuing  Duties  on  Coals,  for  imposing  a Window  Duty,  and  for 
organising  a Lottery  of  ;£  1,500,000  for  the  service  of  the  year  1710.  On  Thursday,  the 
19th,  an  address  from  the  shire  of  Midlothian  was  presented  to  the  queen  at  St.  James’s 
Palace.1 

This  certain  fact  of  knighthood  is  absolutely  the  first  verified  point  in  the  knight’s 
history.  He  flashes  at  once  into  notice  like  a meteor ; and  few  other  records  are 
discoverable  about  him  until  his  death.  Certain  entries  in  parish  rate  books  and 
deeds  of  enrolment  of  purchase  and  sale  in  Chancery  Records  furnish  the  staple  of 
them.  Such  as  they  are  we  shall  in  due  course  notice  them  ; but  so  little  is  to  be 
found  regarding  him  that,  had  he  disposed  of  his  property  legally,  and  no  litigation 
had  arisen  over  his  ashes,  it  would  not  now  have  been  known  that  such  a person  had 
ever  lived — so  noiselessly,  and  to  all  appearance  so  uselessly,  did  he  pass  through  his 
long  life. 

It  is  desirable  en  passant  to  explain  the  cause  of  the  double  date  1709-10.  It 
arises  from  the  use  of  the  Old  Style  or  Gregorian  Chronology  in  England  till  it  was 
corrected  here  in  1752,  as  in  most  other  European  countries  soon  after.  It  remains 
in  use,  however,  to  this  day  in  Russia,  with  all  the  inconvenience  of  dual  dates.  Prior 
to  1752  New  Year’s  Day  in  England  for  all  official  records  was  the  25th  of  March  ; 
hence  we  often  find  a double  date  given  whenever  the  event  referred  to  occurred 
between  January  1st  and  March  25th,  the  latter  indicating  the  year  according 
to  the  New  Style.  In  our  modern  reckoning  Andrew  was  knighted  in  January, 
1710. 

The  only  certainly  authentic  portrait  of  him  in  existence  was  painted  about  this 


1 “London  Gazette,”  Jan.  20th,  1709-10, 


V.] 


Knighthood  and  Middle  Life. 


33 


time ; and  as  it  has  recently  come  to  my  knowledge  and  into  my  possession  under 
very  remarkable,  almost  romantic,  circumstances,  I here  pause  to  refer  to  it.  The 
portrait  is  an  exquisitely-painted  miniature,  mounted  in  a frame  of  solid  gold,  oval  in 
form,  the  axes  being  respectively  2j^in.  and  2in.  Some  copies  of  this  have  been 
taken  by  photography,  of  the  same  size,  and  others  with  greater  excellence  on  an 
enlarged  scale  of  about  three  times  the  lineal  dimensions  or  nine  times  the  superficial 
area,  of  which  a copy  is  prefixed  to  this  memoir.  He  is  depicted  in  the  costume 
prevalent  among  gentlemen  in  the  time  of  Queen  Anne,  closely  shaven,  with  a 
flowing  wig,  a blue  coat  and  white  neckcloth.  His  complexion  is  fair,  and  his  eyes 
are  brown.  The  portrait  represents  him  at  about  the  age  of  thirty-five,  and  con- 
sequently it  must  have  been  painted  about  the  time  of  his  knighthood.  It  was 
presented  by  him  to  his  friend  and  subsequent  executor,  John  Henry  Fenoulhet,  in 
whose  family  it  has  remained  ever  since.  It  was  given  to  me  recently  by  Mr.  Edward 
Cooper  Fenoulhet,  the  eldest  son  of  the  late  Dr.  Andrew  Chadwick  Fenoulhet,  the 
great-grandson  of  Sir  Andrew’s  executor  and  friend.1 

The  next  important  event  with  which  we  are  acquainted  in  his  life  is  his 
marriage,  which  took  place  November  14th,  1718,  at  Ormond  Street  Chapel.  This 
Chapel,  now  the  Parish  Church  of  St.  George  the  Martyr,  Queen  Square,  was 
originally  intended  as  a Chapel  of  Ease  to  the  Parish  of  St.  Andrew,  Holborn,  which 
had  greatly  increased  in  population  at  the  close  of  the  seventeenth  century.  The 
chapel  was  built  in  1706,  at  a cost  of  £3,500.  In  1713,  the  Commissioners  for  Erecting 
Fifty  New  Churches  in  the  Metropolis,  by  a somewhat  singular  use  of  their  powers, 
agreed  to  purchase  this  chapel,  and  to  include  it  as  one  of  the  fifty.  The  sale  was 


1 The  way  in  which  I became  acquainted  with  the 
present  representative  of  the  Fenoulhet  family,  and 
consequently  with  this  portrait  of  Sir  Andrew  Chad- 
wick, is  not  a little  singular.  On  the  15th  of  March, 
1879,  being  the  mth  anniversary  of  the  death  of  Sir 
Andrew  Chadwick,  I accompanied  my  distinguished 
friend,  Mr.  Edwin  Chadwick,  C.B.,  to  visit  the  house 
in  Broad  Street,  Golden  Square,  in  which  Sir  Andrew 
lived  and  died,  and  also  to  inspect  the  other  properties 
he  had  possessed.  On  the  same  day  the  following 
announcement  appeared  among  the  deaths  in  the 
“Times”  : — “ On  the  13th  inst.,  at  Salisbury , Sophia 
Farmer , widow  of  the  late  Andrew  Chadwick  Fenoulhet , 
Esq.,  surgeon,  of  Wyke  Castle,  Weymouth .”  Thepecu- 
D 


liar  combination  of  the  Christian  names  with  the  very 
unusual  surname  of  Fenoulhet  arrested  my  attention, 
and  after  a decent  interval  I entered  upon  a corre- 
spondence in  the  hope  of  finding  a clue  to  papers  or 
articles  which  might  be  useful  in  the  compilation  of 
this  history.  Then  it  was  that  I heard  of  the  minia- 
ture, which  had  been  preserved  as  an  heirloom  in  the 
Fenoulhet  family.  It  was  first  lent  me  for  the  purpose 
of  reproduction  by  photography,  and  then  presented 
to  me  by  Mr.  E.  C.  Fenoulhet,  who  informed  me  that 
he  was  in  a great  measure  induced  to  offer  it  to  me 
from  a striking  likeness  which  on  first  seeing  me  he 
perceived  in  certain  parts  of  the  countenance  to  the 
subject  of  the  miniature. 
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not  completed  till  April  ioth,  1721,  and  in  September  of  the  following  year  the  church 
was  consecrated  by  the  Bishop  of  London.1 2 

As  might  be  expected,  from  the  period  of  its  erection,  the  church  is  an  inelegant 
structure  ; but  the  interior  has  been  lately  improved  with  much  taste,  and  now 
presents  a somewhat  striking  appearance. 

The  Registers  from  the  commencement  have  been  carefully  preserved,  and  the 
entry  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick’s  marriage  appears  as  follows,  in  Latin: 


1718. 
Nov.  14. 


1718. 
Nov.  14. 


“Registrant  Matrimoniorum  in  Capella  Sti  Georgii  Martyris. 
Dnus  Andreas  Chadwick  Sti  Jacobi  Westmr.  Miles  et  Margaretta 
Humfrey  Sti  dementis  Danoru  Soluta. 

^ Doctor  Burscough.” 

Translation. 

Register  of  Marriages  in  the  Chapel  of  St.  George  the  Martyr. 
Sir  Andrew  Chadwick , of  St.  fames , Westminster , Knight , and 
Margaret  Humfrey , of  St.  Clement  Danes , Spinster. 

By  Doctor  Burscough } 


His  wife  was  Margaret,  the  youngest  of  the  three  daughters  and  co-heirs  of 
Richard  Humfrey,  or  Humphreys,  an  apothecary,  of  the  parish  of  St.  Clement  Danes. 
She  lived  with  him  in  the  chains  of  matrimony  for  50  years  within  a few  months. 

By  an  Agreement3  made  the  12th  November,  1718,  two  days  before  the  marriage, 
her  father  endowed  her  with  fifty  pounds  a year  for  her  own  separate  use. 

They  had  no  family;  and  evidence  of  the  absence  of  the  infinitely  valuable 
connubial  bond  which  children  supply  is  afforded  by  Sir  Andrew’s  proceedings  of 
secrecy  and  isolation  from  his  wife  with  regard  to  his  will  and  his  private  affairs. 


1 Seymour’s  Edition  of  Stow’s  Survey  of  London, 
1 735,  vol.  ij.  p.  769.  Maitland’s  History  and  Survey 
of  London,  1756,  vol.  ij.  p.  1,360.  Malcolm’s  Lon- 
dinium  Redivivum,  1803,  vol.  ij.  p,  305. 

2 The  ministers  of  the  Church  in  1714  (before  con- 
secration) were  Dr.  John  Marshall,  morning  preacher, 

and  Mr.  Win.  Burscough,  lecturer  (Paterson’s  Pietse 
Londinensis,  1714,  p.  88).  This  Mr.  Burscough  would 
appear  to  be  the  Dr.  Burscough  who  subsequently 


officiated  at  the  marriage  of  Sir  Andrew,  as  recorded 
in  the  register.  A curious  illustration  of  the  compara- 
tive looseness  of  registration  in  those  times  is  afforded 
by  the  fact  that  the  previously  registered  marriage 
took  place  a week  after  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick’s  ; thus 
showing  that  his  was  not  recorded  in  the  register  for 
at  least  a week  subsequent  to  its  solemnization. 

3  Lady  Chadwick’s  answer,  5th  Aug.,  1768. 
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This  is  established  by  his  widow’s  affidavit,  August  5th,  1768,  hereafter  to  be 
frequently  and  more  minutely  referred  to. 

But  though  Sir  Andrew  had  no  legitimate  offspring,  it  was  declared  by  Elizabeth 
Anne  Wakes,  or  Wicks,  in  her  affidavit  filed  in  Chancery  January  13th,  1769,1  that 
she  had  reason  to  believe  she  was  his  natural  daughter,  and  she  adduced  a threefold 
incidental  corroboration  of  this  belief ; first , from  her  admitted  resemblance  to  him  ; 
second , from  his  often  calling  her  in  fondness,  “young  Andrew  and  third , from  her 
being  the  object  of  the  first  specific  bequest  in  his  will,2  a legacy  of  ^5,000, 
subsequently  increased  through  the  first  bequest  in  his  first  codicil3  by  the  free  life 
tenancy  of  the  house  in  which  she  resided. 

How  Sir  Andrew’s  wealth  was  acquired  is,  in  common  with  most  circum- 
stances attaching  to  him,  the  subject  of  supposition  and  doubt.4  He  was  agent 
for  several  regiments,  paymaster  of  a troop  of  Horse  Guards,  and  paymaster 
of  a Lottery  Office  in  the  Exchequer — duties  which,  in  the  warlike  times  of  Queen 
Anne,  and  for  many  subsequent  years,  were  ordinarily  counted  and  usually  proved 
lucrative  appointments.  Mr.  Fenoulhet,  from  whose  affidavit  the  facts  just  quoted  are 
gathered,  further  states  that  Sir  Andrew  “had  also  been  engaged  in  other  business 
wherein  he  had  extensive  correspondence  and  voluminous  books  of  account,  all 
of  which  he  left  behind  him  at  his  death,”  when  they  fell  first  into  the  indifferent 
hands  of  the  Rev.  Samuel  Grove  (who  kept  them  in  a confused  heap  in  a stable), 
and  subsequently  came  into  the  custody  of  J.  H.  Fenoulhet,  who  destroyed  them. 

The  tradition  that  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  managed  some  of  the  lotteries  by 
which,  in  the  days  of  Queen  Anne  and  the  first  two  Georges,  the  British  Government 
raised  funds  for  the  public  service,  seems  to  be  based  on  and  to  have  grown  out 
of  the  connection  stated  by  J.  H.  Fenoulhet.  Each  commission5  for  a new  lottery 
gave  the  names  of  the  commissioners  by  whom  it  was  to  be  arranged  and  managed. 
These  names  usually  numbered  about  twenty  persons;  but  in  none  of  the  commissions 
that  I have  examined  does  the  name  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  appear.  I conclude 


1 Public  Record  Office  : Chancery  Bills  and  An- 
swers. Reynardson,  1758-1800.  Roll  2,079. 

2 See  p.  49. 

3 See  p.  51. 

4 Affidavit  of  J.  H.  Fenoulhet,  sworn  8th  and  filed 


10th  of  Nov.,  1769.  Public  Record  Office  : Chancery 
Bills  and  Answers.  Reynardson,  1758-1800.  Roll 
2,079. 

6 See  Harleian  MSS.,  7,349,  No.  131. 
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then  that  his  duties  were  connected  with  the  executive,  but  in  a somewhat  subordi- 
nate though  still  important  way.  The  sums  raised  by  these  lotteries  were  enormous. 
Four  lotteries  in  the  ninth  and  tenth  years  of  Queen  Anne  (i 7 1 1 and  1712)  produced 
respectively  the  sums  of  £1,928,570,  £2,602,200,  £2,341,740,  and  £2, 341,99c).1  On 
the  very  day  that  Queen  Anne  knighted  Sir  Andrew  she  gave  the  Royal  Assent  to 
a Bill  for  raising  £1,500,000  by  means  of  a new  lottery.2 *  He  himself  in  his  sixth 
codicil  ascribes  much  of  the  wealth  he  possessed  in  his  latter  days  to  his  circum- 
spection and  moderation;  and  asserts  in  his  fifth  codicil  that  his  estate  was  his 
own  and  all  of  his  own  getting.  It  is  certain  that  he  engaged  in  some  fortunate 
speculations,  and  was  an  early  proprietor  of  the  York  Buildings  Water  Company, 
almost  the  first  undertaking  for  supplying  an  adequate  water  service  to  the  metropolis. 
He  was  never  a proprietor  in  the  New  River  Company.1 

By  whatever  means  his  wealth  was  acquired  and  increased,  it  is  certain  that  his 
real  estate  was  mainly  purchased  between  the  years  1717  and  1735.  It  lay  chiefly  in 
the  neighbourhood  of  Golden  Square  (literally  Gelding  Square),  in  the  parish  of 
St.  James,  Westminster.  Its  location  was  in  and  around  Broad  Street,  then  called 
the  Haymarket,  and  formed  part  of  the  Little  Gelding  Field,  which  had  with  adjacent 
land  filled  the  ghastly  office  of  forming  one  of  the  chief  receptacles  for  the  multitudes 
of  victims  of  the  Great  Plague  of  1665,  when  thousands  were  buried  in  huge  pits 
within  a limited  area.  Much  of  the  site  of  this  cemetery  remained  unbuilt  on  even 
till  recent  years ; and  the  reflective  passer-by  in  the  neighbouring  streets  felt  a 
shudder  as  he  remembered  the  tragic4  associations  of  the  spot.  On  a part  of  the  site 
the  Earl  of  Craven  had  established  and  partially  maintained  36  lazar  houses  for  the 
reception  of  leprous  persons.  The  parish  of  St.  James,  Westminster,  still  has  a 
valuable  charitable  fund,  the  income  of  which  (£800  a year)  issues  from  a portion  of 
this  property.  It  is  called  the  Pest  Field  Charity,  or  the  Craven  Charity.5  The 
inevitable  demands  of  ever-growing  London  have  now  covered  the  whole  site  of  the 
Pest  Field  with  dwellings,  manufactories,  and  churches;  and  only  the  antiquary 


1 State  of  the  Public  Debt  in  1716  (printed  1727). 
This  tract  was  privately  re-printed  by  Lord  Overstone 
in  1857. 

2 “London  Gazette,”  Jan.  20th,  1709/10. 

8 This  fact  is  proved  by  the  books  and  registers  of 


the  New  River  Company,  kept  in  the  office  at  Isling- 
ton ; and  it  is  certified  by  the  secretary  in  a letter  in 
my  possession,  copy  of  which  is  printed  at  p.  87. 

4 Macaulay’s  History,  1864,  vol.  j.  p.  170. 
s “Standard,”  Dec.  25th,  1880. 
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knows  the  history  of  the  plot.  Some  of  Sir  Andrew’s  properties,  as  for  instance  those 
in  New  Street,  were  on  land  previously  known  as  the  Gravel  Pits. 

His  sole  patrimony  seems  to  have  been  the  copyhold  of  Carter  Place,  already 
described  and  referred  to  somewhat  particularly.  It  was  only  of  the  annual  value 
of  £14;  and  so  small  an  integral  part  of  his  estate — an  insignificant  fraction  of  his 
property — voids  the  literal  accuracy  of  his  assertion  that  his  estate  was  all  of  his 
own  getting.  He  visited  Haslingden  on  the  22nd  November,  1726,  for  admittance 
to  his  copyhold  property,  and  this  is  the  only  visit  he  is  known  to  have  paid  to 
that  remote  county.1  What  his  reception  by  his  relations  may  have  been,  or  the 
nature  of  his  intercourse  with  them,  or  how  far  the  visit  may  be  connected  with  the 
depreciatory  remarks  concerning  them  in  the  fourth  and  fifth  codicils  to  his  will  we 
have  no  means  of  ascertaining. 

Contemporary  records  are  signally  sterile  in  regard  to  him.  The  only  public 
mention  of  him  is  as  one  of  the  Band  of  Gentlemen  Pensioners.  Of  the  date  of  his 
initiation  in  that  corps  I have  no  present  information,  but  it  was  apparently  about 
the  time  of  his  knighthood. 

The  Band  of  Gentlemen  Pensioners  was  a corps  of  honour,  every  member  of 
which  was  entitled  to  the  distinction  of  esquire,  and  all  were  in  personal  attendance 
on  the  Sovereign.2  The  corps  was  established  by  King  Henry  VII.  in  1509,  and 
consisted  of  forty  members  who  were  in  waiting,  twenty  at  a time,  in  alternate 
quarters  of  the  year ; but  on  special  state  occasions  the  whole  band  attended  at  once. 
Of  their  number  one  was  captain  (invariably  a nobleman),  with  a salary  of  £1,000 
per  annum  ; and  a second  was  lieutenant  with  a salary  of  £500.  The  corps  had  also 
a treasurer  and  a harbinger,  each  with  handsome  stipends.  The  rest  of  them  had 
an  annual  salary  of  £100  each.  On  state  occasions,  such  as  coronations,  and  on 
St.  George’s  Day,  April  23rd,  the  festal  day  of  the  Order  of  the  Garter,  they  had  the 
honour  to  bring  up  the  king’s  dinner,  and  he  then  usually  knighted  one  or  more  of 


1 In  the  course  of  the  proceedings  in  the  suit 

“Haworth  v.  Chadwick,”  in  the  Duchy  Court  of 
Lancaster,  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  was  subpcenaed  to 
attend,  but  neglected  to  do  so.  The  limited  territorial 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court  was  put  in  force  for  his  arrest, 
and  a writ  for  his  apprehension  was  issued.  A copy 
of  this  writ  is  extant  in  the  Duchy  Records,  but  the 


circumscribed  area  within  which  it  would  run  pre- 
vented its  effectual  service,  and  it  was  returned  into 
Court,  endorsed  “ Infra  nominatus  Andrew  Chad- 
wick tion  est  inventus  infra  comitatum  Palatinum 
Lancastrice.  Richard Gregson.  John Rishton.”  (Public 
Record  Office  : Duchy  Pleadings.  Roll  1,711.) 

2 Beatson’s  Political  Index,  1788. 
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their  number  presented  by  their  noble  captain  for  that  purpose.  Not  improbably 
Andrew’s  knighthood  may  have  been  conferred  on  him  for  no  more  signal  reason 
than  this  ; but  we  are  still  left  in  complete  darkness  as  to  the  grounds  of  his  first 
appointment  as  a gentleman  pensioner.  In  the  annual  rolls  of  the  corps  the  names 
of  the  band  after  the  officers  were  always  ranged  in  order  of  seniority.  In  the  list 
for  the  eleventh  year  of  Queen  Anne1  (1712)  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  is  named 
thirty-fourth  on  the  list,  having  only  six  juniors.  This  is  evidence  of  his  recent 
appointment.  In  the  list  for  17342  he  stood  twenty-second.  At  his  death  he  was  the 
oldest  of  the  band.3  His  successor  in  the  corps  was  one  William  Sandford,  Esq., 
a Somersetshire  gentleman.  The  corps  still  exists,  but  in  a somewhat  remodelled 
form,  and  bears  the  title  of  Her  Majesty’s  Honorable  Corps  of  Gentlemen-at-Arms. 
The  captaincy  of  this  corps  is  now  a quasi-political  office,  and  the  members  are 
veterans  who  have  served  in  the  regular  army.  In  the  time  of  Queen  Anne,  and 
long  afterwards,  the  band  possessed  a strong  infusion  of  the  civilian  element ; and 
this  was  the  case  with  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick,  who  never  was  in  the  army. 

Several  fanciful  appellations  and  baseless  titles  have  been  attributed  to  him,  to 
which  I may  advert  for  a moment.  He  has  been  spoken  of  as  a poor  knight  of 
Windsor,  as  a page  of  honour  of  the  sovereign,  as  member  of  Parliament  for  the  city 
of  Norwich,  and  as  Lord  Mayor  of  London.  On  the  rolls  of  Parliament  and  the  lists 
of  Lord  Mayors,  both  of  which  I have  carefully  examined,  his  name  never  appears. 
No  lists  are  procurable  of  the  names  of  the  poor  knights  of  Windsor,  nor  of  pages  to 
the  sovereigns  ; but  as  the  one  body  are  usually,  if  not  invariably,  decayed  military 
officers  in  indigent  circumstances,  and  the  others  are  youthful  scions  of  noble  families, 
there  is  very  little  probability  as  to  either  of  those  surmises  being  founded  on  fact. 
My  own  view  is  that  these  additional  dignities  have  been  ascribed  to  him  by  persons 
at  a distance  not  acquainted  with  the  exact  nature  of  the  honourable  offices  with 
which  they  have  associated  his  name,  but  who  have  had  a more  or  less  hazy 
traditional  reference  to  his  courtly  connection  as  a gentleman  pensioner. 

The  next  event  which  claims  notice  is  his  becoming  administrator  of  the  estate 
of  his  father-in-law,  Richard  Humfrey  or  Humphreys,  who  died  in  1746.  Richard 


1 Public  Record  Office  : Gentlemen  Pensioners’ 

Rolls. 


2 British  Merlin  (Court  Guide),  1734. 

3 Annual  Register,  1768,  p.  214. 
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Humfrey  had  made  his  will  nth  November,  1718,  three  days  before  the  marriage  of 
his  daughter  Margaret  to  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick,  as  appears  from  the  affidavit  of 
Lady  Chadwick,  sworn  in  Chancery  August  5th,  1768.1  She  lamented  afterwards, 
however,  that  her  father  had  died  intestate,  and  that  without  her  knowledge  her 
husband  had  twenty-two  years  before  his  own  death  taken  out  letters  of 
administration  to  the  estate,  and  had  secretly  possessed  himself  of  certain  bonds 
and  securities,  the  property  of  her  father.  This  alleged  intestacy  was  an  error. 
Richard  Humfrey’s  will  was  duly  proved  after  his  death,  and  is  still  to  be  seen  at 
Somerset  House.  The  improper  appropriation  of  some  of  his  father-in-law’s  property 
Lady  Chadwick  declares  on  oath.  This  unfavourable  circumstance,  revealed  on  the 
testimony  of  his  widow,  may  be  regarded  as  standing  on  the  border  line  between  his 
middle  and  later  life.  With  it  I close  this  chapter,  and  propose  to  refer  to  it  in 
opening  the  next,  which  will  deal  with  Sir  Andrew’s  latter  days  and  death. 


1 See  affidavit  of  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick,  sworn 
and  filed  Oct.  17th,  1769.  Public  Record  Office  : 


Chancery  Bills  and  Answers.  Reynardson,  1758-1800. 
Roll  2,079.  Skins  1-10. 


LATTER  DAYS  AND  DEATH. 

THE  point  of  time  adopted  as  separating  Sir  Andrew’s  middle  from  his  latter  days 
is  his  assuming  the  administration  of  the  estate  of  his  father-in-law,  Richard 
Humfrey,  which  took  place  on  October  8th,  1746.  Richard  Humfrey,  the  father  of 
Lady  Chadwick,  had  been  an  apothecary  in  the  parish  of  St.  Clement  Danes,  just 
without  the  city  of  London.  He  had  three  daughters,  Judith,  Elizabeth,  and 
Margaret.  The  youngest  was  married  to  Sir  Andrew,  as  already  stated,  in  1718, 
and  her  father  had  made  his  will  three  days  previously,  that  is  on  the  nth  of 
November,  appointing  Sir  Humphrey  Mackworth,  of  Neath,  and  his  own  wife,  Mary 
Humfrey,  executors  thereto.  He  never  made  another  will,  although  he  lived  till 
1745  or  1746,  having  in  the  meantime  retired  from  business  and  become  a resident 
in  the  parish  of  St.  James,  Westminster,  the  same  parish  in  which  his  daughter  and 
son-in-law  resided.  Both  the  executors  named  having  pre-deceased  him,  letters  of 
administration,  with  the  will  annexed,  were  granted  to  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  to 
dispose  of  the  estate  and  carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  will.  Sir  Andrew,  in  the 
fiat  of  administration,  is  described  as  a creditor  of  the  deceased.  It  also  recites  that 
the  then  two  surviving  daughters,  Elizabeth  Humfrey  and  Margaret,  Lady  Chadwick, 
had  renounced  their  right  to  administer  as  next  of  kin.  So  far  on  the  record 
nothing  notable  arises ; and  it  is  only  on  the  sworn  declaration  of  Lady  Margaret 
Chadwick,  October  17th,  1769,1  that  we  learn  of  secrecy  and  the  suspicion  of 
improper  dealing  with  the  estate  he  had  sworn  rightly  to  administer  and  divide.  In 
the  affidavit  quoted,  Lady  Chadwick  deposed  that  Sir  Andrew  had,  on  the  26th  day 


1 Public  Record  Office  : Chancery  Bills  and  Answers.  Reynardson,  1758-1800.  Roll  2,079.  • 
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of  October,  1746,  caused  £450  of  New  South  Sea  Annuities,  theretofore  standing  in 
the  name  of  her  father  as  survivor  in  joint  account  with  her  deceased  sister  Judith,  to 
be  transferred  into  his  own  name.  Lady  Chadwick  further  deposed  that  she  was 
ignorant  of  this  act  of  malfeasance  at  thq  time  of  her  husband’s  death,  and  for  some 
time  afterwards ; and  that  she  had  only  made  the  discovery  between  the  dates  of 
swearing  her  first  affidavit  on  the  4th  of  August,  1768,  and  her  second  affidavit  of  the 
17th  of  October,  1769. 

As  age  crept  on,  Sir  Andrew  felt  himself  no  longer  able  to  perform  the  duties 
devolving  upon  him  as  gentleman  pensioner ; and  for  some  years,  at  the  close  of  his 
life,  he  paid  a substitute,1  one  Mr.  John  Kempster. 

He  appears  to  have  surrounded  himself  at  home  with  a considerable  degree  of 
comfort,  and  even  of  elegance.  There  is  no  record  of  the  date  of  his  first  taking  up 
his  residence  at  No.  12,  Broad  Street.  Probably  it  was  about  the  time  he  purchased 
that  property  in  1729.  His  house  was  well  furnished,  and  had,  what  was  not  then 
common,  a coach-house  and  stables.  The  fashion  of  moving  about  in  a Sedan  chair 
was  prevalent  in  the  reign  of  Queen  Anne,  and  only  about  the  period  of  the 
accession  of  the  House  of  Hanover  to  the  English  Throne,  in  1714,  did  wheeled 
vehicles  come  into  general  use  for  town  locomotion.2  Then,  and  long  afterwards, 
they  were  cumbrous  and  rude,  and  the  generally  wretched  state  of  the  pave- 
ments and  streets  induced  fashionable  ladies  still  to  prefer  the  chairs  and  their 
stalwart  chairmen.  Sir  Andrew  had  a taste  for  silver  plate.  The  quantity  in 
his  house  at  his  death  weighed  613  ounces;3  and  other  portions,  lodged  with 
Messrs.  Child,  his  bankers,  1,765  ounces,  making  a total  of  2,378  ounces  of 
plate. 

His  household  consisted  of  four  servants — two  men  and  two  maids.  To  each  of 
these  he  left  annuities,  almost  a certain  indication  of  long  and  appreciated  faithful 
service. 


1 Executors’  Accounts,  appended  to  Lady  Chad- 
wick’s first  affidavit,  Roll  2,079,  as  above.  Further 
Executorship  Accounts  were  embodied  in  the  General 
Report  of  S.  Pechell,  Master  in  Chancery,  dated 
19th  Feb.,  1 776.  (Public  Record  Office:  Chancery 
Reports,  1776.) 

2 For  a graphic  account  of  the  state  of  England  in 


general,  and  London  in  particular,  in  the  latter 
portion  of  the  17th  century,  see  Introduction  to  Lord 
Macaulay’s  History  of  England. 

3  See  schedules  of  property  appended  to  Lady  Chad- 
wick’s answer  of  Aug.  5th,  1768.  (Public  Record 
Office  : Chancery  Bills  and  Answers.) 
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The  annuity  to  his  servant  William  Roberts  was,  by  his  will,  five  pounds  per 
annum,  subsequently  and  successively  enlarged,  by  his  first,  second,  and  sixth  codicils, 
to  ten,  twenty,  and,  finally,  to  thirty  pounds  per  annum.  The  annuities  to  his  other 
servants  were  twenty  pounds  each. 

In  1765,  feeling  the  inroads  of  age,  and  apprehending  dissolution  at  no  distant 
date,  he  made  his  will  with  the  same  secrecy  and  singularity  which  characterised 
his  acts.  Written  with  his  own  hand  on  good  paper,  and  signed  without  witnesses,  it 
was  carefully  secreted.  A codicil,  varying  it  in  some  respects,  was  drawn  up  the 
following  year  and  hidden  in  the  same  way. 

In  1767  a second  codicil,  equally  informal  in  its  execution,  was  written,  and,  like 
the  others,  concealed.  With  the  opening  of  the  year  1768,  destined  to  be  his  last,  the 
thought  of  his  approaching  end  seems  to  have  been  frequently  present  with  him,  for 
on  the  26th  of  February  he  wrote  and  signed  a third  codicil,  and  on  the  3rd  of  March 
a fourth. 

The  same  process  of  secrecy  was  gone  through  with  each  of  these,  but  so 
effectually  in  the  case  of  the  fourth  codicil  that  the  testator  himself  five  days  after- 
wards could  not  find  it.  Here  we  have  evidence  of  failing  memory  as  well  as  of 
sustained  want  of  confidence  in  those  around  him,  and  positive  aversion  to  and 
distrust  of  his  dearest  friends,  even  of  his  delicate  wife,  the  partner  of  half  a 
century. 

But  the  doughty  knight  was  equal  to  the  emergency.  Immediately,  that  is  on 
the  8th  of  March,  he  drew  up,  signed,  and  hid  a fifth  codicil,  intended  to  supersede 
the  fourth,  then  believed  to  have  been  stolen.  On  the  nth  he  wrote  a sixth,  and  the 
next  day,  within  three  days  of  his  death,  he  wrote  and  signed  a seventh  codicil. 
These  in  like  manner  were  concealed,  but  separately;  for  whereas  the  fourth  codicil, 
and  then  the  will  and  three  codicils,  were  discovered1  after  diligent  search  a fortnight 
after  his  death,  the  last  three  codicils  were  not  brought  to  light  till  fourteen  months 
after2 — May  29th,  1769 — having  lain  concealed  among  a mass  of  books,  army 
accounts,  and  old  papers,  thrown  in  a heap  in  a confused  state  in  a stable  at 
East  Barnet  Rectory. 


Lady  Chadwick’s  answer,  Aug.  5th,  1768. 


1 J.  H.  Fenoulhet’s  affidavit,  filed  Nov.  10th,  1769. 


VI.] 


Latter  Days  and  Death. 


43 


He  himself  states  in  the  fifth  codicil  that  he  intended  to  have  his  will  copied  and 
legally  attested  ; but  alas,  man 

Resolves  ; and  re-resolves  ; then,  dies  the  same. 


Though  he  does  not  appear  to  have  suffered  from  any  long  illness,  he  declares 
that  he  had  been  declining  in  health  for  fourteen  months.1  The  suddenness  of  his 
departure  is  shown  by  the  very  recent  execution  of  his  last  codicils,  and  also  by 
the  fact  that  at  his  death  none  but  his  wife  and  servants  were  in  the  house.2  He 
died  on  the  15th  day  of  March,  1768,  between  one  and  two  o’clock  in  the  morning, 
being  at  the  time,  as  was  supposed,  about  92  years  of  age.  For  some  years  before 
his  death  he  had  been  the  subject  of  frequent  attacks  of  gout,  which  chiefly  affected 
his  hands. 

His  surgeon  attendant  had  been  a Mr.  Watson,  and  his  apothecary  James 
Fenoulhet,  the  son  of  his  friend  and  executor,  John  Henry  Fenoulhet.  To  each  of 
these  he  left  handsome  legacies,  and  he  has  placed  on  record  special  statements  of 
his  gratitude3  for  James  Fenoulhet’s  devotion  and  care. 

A search4  for  will  and  treasure  was  promptly  instituted  by  Mr.  Keightley,  his 
solicitor,  aided  by  the  Fenoulhets  and  by  Mrs.  Glover,  all  of  whom  had  been  sent  for 
in  haste  by  Lady  Chadwick  on  that  early  spring  morning,  as  soon  as  her  husband 
had  breathed  his  last.  Desks,  boxes,  and  drawers  were  searched,  and  even  floor 
boards  removed,  to  disclose  hiding  places  of  papers  and  money.  The  search  yielded 
rich  fruit,  for  cash  to  the  amount  of  £544.  17s.  6d.,  and  bank  notes  and  bills  to  the 
amount  of  £2,675  were  found  in  various  secret  places,  thus  making  a total  amount  of 
£3,219.  17s.  6d.  As  yet  no  will  was  found  ; and  the  secret  of  its  existence  having 
been  revealed  by  the  author  and  testator  to  no  living  person,  grave  doubts  were 
entertained  whether  such  a document  had  ever  been  prepared.  It  was  not  till  the 
29th  of  March,  a fortnight  after  his  death  and  a week  after  his  funeral,  that  the 
fourth  codicil  was  found,  and  shortly  afterwards  the  will  and  first  three  codicils  were 
likewise  discovered.  The  remaining  three  codicils,  unknown  and  unsuspected,  rested 
long  in  their  hiding  place. 


1 See  codicil  No.  6,  p.  60. 

1 Lady  Chadwick’s  answer,  Aug.  5th,  1768. 


• See  1st  codicil,  p.  51,  and  7th  codicil,  p.  61. 
4 Lady  Chadwick’s  answer,  Aug.  5th,  1768. 
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The  funeral  took  place  March  22nd,  1768,  in  the  new  burial  ground  shortly 
before  prepared  in  the  rural  parish  of  St.  Marylebone.  Its  cost  was  £50,  and  the 
amount  paid  for  monument  and  gravestone  £35.  2s.  The  cemetery  still  exists,  but 
has  long  been  disused  for  interments.  The  intervening  century  has  converted  country 
lanes  into  busy  crowded  streets,  and  grassy  meadows  into  thickly-inhabited  blocks. 
Few  parts  of  London  are  more  densely  crowded  with  population  than  the  district 
within  a radius  of  a quarter  of  a mile  of  this  cemetery,  which  lies  on  both  sides  of 
Paddington  Street.  Sir  Andrew  was  laid  and  still  sleeps  close  to  the  furthest 
boundary  on  the  northern  side.  The  registers  show  the  interment  and  its  locality. 
A flat  stone  remains,  but  the  inscription  is  clean  gone. 

The  following  is  a copy  of  the  Burial  Register  as  recently  extracted  : — 

“ Parish  of  St.  Marylebone,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex. 

“ Burials  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  1768  : 

“ March  22nd. 

“ Sir  Andrew  Chadwick.” 

It  has  often  been  stated  that  the  following  inscription  was  recorded  on  a mural 
tablet  in  the  Marylebone  Cemetery,  but  I cannot  ascertain  its  authenticity,  nor  that 
any  such  tablet  exists  at  the  present  day.  The  age  stated  is  at  least  open  to 
doubt.  “ Near  this  place,  beneath  a flat  gravestone,  are  deposited  the  remains  of  Sir 
Andrew  Chadwick,  knt.,  who  died  the  15th  March,  1768,  aged  84  years.”  Few 
descriptions  of  monuments  are  less  enduring  than  mural  tablets.  From  their  nature 
they  are  attached  by  metal  cramps  to  the  wall,  and,  unless  these  cramps  are  of  bronze 
or  gun  metal,  they  are  full  of  danger.  From  the  ignorance  of  the  times  there  can  be 
little  doubt  that  the  tablet  in  question  was  attached  by  iron  cramps,  the  worst  kind  of 
all,  which  by  inevitable  rusting  and  the  exercise  of  the  resistless  force  therewith  con- 
nected wrought  speedy  destruction  to  the  monument  they  were  intended  to  support. 

The  discovery  of  the  will  and  earlier  codicils  brought  on  the  scene  one  who  had 
not  hitherto  figured  in  the  circle  collected  in  the  house  of  the  deceased,  though  he  had 
been  honoured  by  the  friendship  of  the  knight  during  life.  This  was  Alexander  Scott, 
the  base,  grasping  individual  whose  amazing  tergiversations  and  cruel  efforts  to  extort 
from  the  estate  the  utmost  pound  that  could  be  wrung  out  of  it  form  the  main 
ingredients  in  the  post-7nortem  history. 
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He  found  himself1  named  by  Sir  Andrew  as  an  important  legatee,  with  a reversion 
to  half  the  residue  after  Lady  Chadwick’s  death.  Professing  great  friendship  for  her, 
he  made  himself  master  of  the  circumstances  connected  with  the  prohibition  of  the 
testator  to  any  continued  intercourse  between  his  widow  and  Mrs.  Caroline  Glover,  on 
pain  of  her  forfeiture  of  all  interest  in  his  property,  except  an  annuity  of  £400.  This 
Mrs.  Glover,*  who  was  a tenant  and  near  neighbour,  seems  to  have  had  a voluble  tongue 
and  an  aggressive  disposition.  It  is  certain  that  she  had  acquired  a strong  ascen- 
dency over  Lady  Chadwick ; and  even  Sir  Andrew  records3 4  that  she  had  well  nigh 
deprived  him  of  the  liberty  to  conduct  the  internal  affairs  of  his  own  house.  Fearing, 
therefore,  that  his  widow  might  fall  under  the  complete  dominion  of  this  strong-minded 
woman,  he  interdicted  the  continuance  of  the  intimacy.  Lady  Chadwick  records 
that  in  her  special  afflictions  during  the  trying  fortnight  immediately  succeeding  Sir 
Andrew’s  death,  and  before  the  discovery  of  the  will,  and  also  long  previously  in  con- 
ditions of  feeble  bodily  health,  she  had  been  much  sustained  and  assisted  by  Mrs. 
Glover’s  attention.  This  she  represented  to  Scott  and  Colonel  Wells  (who  in  the  earlier 
codicils  was  named  co-residuary  legatee  with  Scott,  but  who  was  ejected  from  that 
position  by  the  sixth  codicil),  and  asked  them  to  agree  to  absolve  her  from  the  penalties 
imposed  by  her  late  husband,  and  allow  her  to  continue  Mrs.  Glover’s  friendship.  This 
they  readily  agreed  to  do;  and  a formal  document  to  this  effect  was  drawn  up  by  Mr. 
George  Keightley,  the  testator’s  solicitor,  and  signed  by  all  parties  on  the  first  day 
of  April,  in  the  presence  of,  and  witnessed  by,  the  Rev.  Samuel  Grove,  John  Henry 
Fenoulhet,  Henry  Watson,  James  Fenoulhet,  and  George  Keightley.*  In  consideration 
of  this  concession  on  their  part,  Lady  Chadwick  forthwith  divided  the  contents  of  the 
wine  cellar  with  them,  retaining  only  one-third  herself,  and  she  also  presented  to  Scott 
some  pictures  and  other  mementoes  of  her  husband.  Yet  it  is  almost  incredible,  were 
it  not  so  fully  and  clearly  established,  that  within  twenty-seven  days  this  Scott  had 
prepared  and  filed  a suit  in  Chancery,  seeking  to  claim  all  the  personal  property — to 
have  his  recently  executed  agreement  cancelled — and  to  deprive  all  and  sundry  of  the 
legacies  intended  for  them.  Particularly  he  aimed  at  stripping  Lady  Chadwick  of  all 


1 See  will  and  codicils  1,  2,  and  6. 
s See  note,  p.  52. 


3 See  codicils  2 and  5- 

4 Lady  Chadwick’s  answer,  Aug.  5th,  1768. 
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her  property  save  the  moderate  annuity  before  mentioned.  He  had  a quarrel1  on 
the  fifth  of  April,  1768,  with  Mrs.  Glover,  who,  on  the  2nd  of  that  month,  being 
the  day  after  the  signature  of  the  permissive  agreement,  had  taken  up  her  permanent 
residence  with  Lady  Chadwick,  on  the  departure  of  the  whole  of  the  servants.  Scott 
appears  to  have  set  a watch  over  the  acts  and  movements  of  these  two  ladies,  and, 
throughout,  to  have  conducted  himself  with  a low  cunning  which  nothing  but 
insatiable  greed  could  have  fed.  He  resorted  to  the  most  flimsy  devices,  and  the 
meanest  quibbles  of  technical  objection,  to  disappoint  of  their  expectancies  other 
legatees  not  in  all  cases  very  clearly  identified.  Nay,2  he  did  not  stop  even  at  the  grave 
of  his  friend ; for  he  alleged  that  Sir  Andrew  was  of  illegitimate  birth.  These  almost 
incredible  facts  are  all  set  forth  in  the  records  of  the  suits  which  are  still  in  perfect 
order  and  preservation. 

Thus  commenced  Chancery  proceedings  which  yielded  a rich  harvest  to  the  legal 
profession,  brought  incalculable  trouble  on  every  single  person  named  in  will  or 
codicils,  and  laid  the  foundation  of  much  of  that  baseless  tradition  which  it  is  hoped 
may  now  be  dissipated  or  reduced  to  sober  fact. 

Strange  to  say,  this  Scott3  bore  the  character  among  some  of  his  contemporaries 
of  a genial  man,  and  was  one  of  the  originators  of  the  Literary  Fund,  which  has  for 
many  years  been  a fountain  of  blessing  to  poor  authors  and  literary  men. 

Lady  Chadwick  survived  her  husband  fifteen  years,  and  during  her  latter  years 
had  suffered  from  deafness,  and  for  the  greater  part  of  that  time  never  transacted  any 
business  unless  Mrs.  Glover  was  present,  as  the  latter  testified  on  the  trial  of  Birch 
and  Martin,  1771.  She  died  in  1783,  and  she  was  buried  in  the  same  cemetery.  The 
registry  of  her  burial  appears  as  follows  : — 

“ Parish  of  St.  Marylebone,  in  the  County  of  Middlesex. 

“ Burials  in  the  year  1783  : 

“ June  1 5th. 

“ Dame  Margt.  Chadwick,  Ch.” 


1  Joint  and  several  affidavit  of  Lady  Chadwick 
and  Caroline  Glover,  sworn  April  2nd,  1770.  Public 

Record  Office : Chancery  Bills  and  Answers.  Rey- 

nardson,  1758-1800.  Roll  2,079. 


2 “ Scott  v.  Chadwick.”  Bill  filed  April  27th,  1768. 

3 See  an  extended  notice  of  him  in  “ The  Gentle- 
man’s Magazine,”  1803,  vol.  73,  part  ij.  p.  1,205. 
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Her  tomb  is  said  to  have  been  recognisable  a few  years  ago,  and  to  have  borne 
the  following  inscription  : — “ Here  lies  the  body  of  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick,  relict 
of  the  late  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick,  Knt.,  who  died  June  the  8th,  1783  ; also  the  body 
of  Elizabeth  Humphrey,  of  Hendon,  her  sister.”  Her  sister  Elizabeth  Humfrey  had 
died  previously.  Lady  Chadwick  made  her  will  with  three  erratic  codicils,  and  left 
numerous  legacies  to  friends,  but  all  subject  to  the  issue  of  the  then  pending 
Chancery  suit  ; for  if  Scott  succeeded  her  legacies  could  not  be  paid.  It  is 
consolatory  to  know  that  the  final  decision  of  the  court1  was  in  her  favour.  A 
curious  trait  of  character  is  revealed  in  Lady  Chadwick’s  will.  She  was  vain.  Her 
extensive  list  of  jewels  and  trinkets  (paraphernalia  as  she  called  them)  proclaimed 
that ; but  she  laid  on  her  executors  the  duty  of  raising  over  her  “ a handsome 
monument  with  her  name  and  date  of  death,  but  without  mentioning  her  age.”  This 
was  done.  And  now,  without  seeking  to  estimate  the  exact  age  of  this  lady,  who 
died  sixty-five  years  after  her  wedding-day,  I draw  this  chapter  to  a close. 


Chancery  Decrees,  Public  Record  Office,  B 1,770,  p.  347. 


Chapter  TM. 


WILL  AND  CODLCLLS. 

The  will  and  codicils,  of  which  the  following  are  official  copies,  were  written  on 
foolscap  paper,  and  entirely  in  the  clear  round  handwriting  of  the  testator.  Each 
document  was  duly  signed  and  dated,  but  not  one  was  witnessed.  The  whole  of  the 
originals  are  preserved  at  the  Will  Office  of  the  Court  of  Probate  at  Somerset  House. 

In  the  case  of  such  holograph  wills  the  law  of  England  then,  with  limitations, 
was,  as  in  France  and  Scotland  it  still  fully  is,  that  when  entirely  in  the  handwriting 
of  the  testator,  they  had  been  duly  executed.  A well-known  recent  instance  of  the 
Gallican  practice  illustrating  this  was  the  will  of  the  Prince  Imperial,  who,  before 
setting  out  on  his  fatal  expedition  to  Zululand,  made  and  signed  his  own  will  without 
witnesses.  In  England,  in  the  last  century,  a limitation  was  imposed  to  the  legality 
of  holograph  wills.  They  were  only  capable  of  passing  personal  estate.  Hence,  Sir 
Andrew  Chadwick  died  practically  intestate  as  to  his  real  estate,  the  strict  formalities 
of  the  statutes  (with  which  there  is  evidence  in  his  fifth  codicil  that  he  was  not 
unacquainted)  for  conveying  real  property,  not  having  been  complied  with.  The  law 
of  England  in  recent  years  regulating  the  due  execution  of  wills  has  been  made 
more  precise  ; and,  at  the  present  time,  a will  not  signed  and  witnessed  in  the  form 
prescribed  by  the  testamentary  statutes  is  held  utterly  impotent  and  of  no  validity. 


The  Will. 

( Extracted  from  the  Principal  Registry  of  Her  Majesty's  Court  of  Probate,  in  the  Prerogative  Court 

of  Canterbury.) 

In  the  Name  of  God  Amen  I Andrew  Chadwick  of  Broad-street  near 
Golden  Square  in  the  Parish  of  St.  James’s  in  the  City  and  Liberty  of  Westminster 
and  County  of  Middlesex  Knight  being  of  sober  mind  and  sound  judgment  and 
convinced  of  the  frailty  and  uncertainty  of  this  mortal  life  and  desirous  of  settling 
my  private  affairs  in  such  an  orderly  manner  as  will  be  most  agreeable  to  myself 
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therefore  for  my  own  secret  satisfaction  do  make  this  my  last  Will  and  Testament  in 
the  manner  following.  Imprimis  I resign  my  soul  to  God  in  hopes  of  pardon  for  all 
my  sins  and  salvation1  in  and  through  the  merits  mediation  and  intercession  of  his 
blessed  Son  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ  and  my  body  to  the  dust  to  be 
decently  and  privately  buried  as  my  Executors  hereinafter  mentioned  shall  think  fit 
to  direct.  And  as  to  my  Worldly  goods  and  effects  I dispose  of  them  as  follows. 


First  I desire  all  my  just  Debts  may  be  immediately  paid  as  also  my  legacies  out  of 
what  money  may  be  in  my  dwelling-house  at  the  time  of  my  death  and  the 
deficiencies  to  go  out  of  my  Personal  Estate.  Item  I give  and  bequeath  unto  my 
dear  and  beloved  Wife  Margaret  Lady  Chadwick  all  my  Estate  Real  and  Personal  of 
whatever  nature  kind  or  quality  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life  with 
power  to  dispose  of  Five  thousand  pounds  at  her  decease.  Item  I give  and 
bequeath  to  Elizabeth  Wakes  of  the  Street  &c.  aforesaid  Five  thousand  pounds.2 * * * * * 
Item  I give  and  bequeath  to  Colonel  John  Wells  of  His  Majesty’s  Foot  Guards  Three 


thousand  pounds.8  Item  I give  to  John 


1 This  is  the  common  form  of  the  commencement 
of  wills  about  this  period.  The  expression  is  proof 
that  in  his  last  days  (as  at  his  marriage)  Sir  Andrew 
Chadwick  was  a Protestant.  In  the  then  universal 
prevalence  of  tests,  it  is  scarcely  possible  that  he 
could  have  held  either  his  semi-military  appointments 
or  his  Court  place  without  at  least  a nominal  and 
outward  compliance  with  the  forms  and  usages  of  the 
Protestant  Church. 

2 See  a further  bequest  to  her  in  the  first  codicil. 
Elizabeth  Wakes  lived  in  the  house  No.  41  on  the 
south  side  of  Broad  Street,  opposite  the  end  of 
Poland  Street,  and  nearly  facing  Sir  Andrew’s  own 
residence.  It  would  be  difficult  to  find  any  rational 
ground  for  the  early  bequest  of  so  large  a sum  to 
such  a person  were  it  not  supplied  by  the  revelations 
of  the  legatee  herself  when  her  identity  with  the 
person  here  intended  was  called  in  question  by 
Alexander  Scott,  the  residuary  legatee.  In  her 
affidavit,  made  January  1st,  1769,  and  filed  on 

the  13th  of  the  same  month,  she  established  her 
identity,  and  deposed  that  she  had  reason  to  believe 

that  she  was  an  illegitimate  daughter  of  the  tes- 

tator. (Public  Record  Office  : Chancery  Bills  and 

Answers,  already  often  quoted.  Roll  2,079.)  See 

also  p.  35. 

E 


Henry  Fenoulhet  one  thousand  pounds 


3 Colonel  John  Wells  was  apparently  a close, 
though  as  shown  by  the  sixth  codicil  a too  candid, 
friend  of  Sir  Andrew’s.  This  legacy  offers  the  only 
indication  I have  been  able  to  find  of  the  Regiment 
of  Foot  Guards  of  which  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick 
was  Paymaster.  He  had  doubtless  contracted  a 
friendship  with  the  major  of  the  regiment  to  which 
he  was  officially  attached.  The  corps  was  the 
3rd  Regiment  of  Foot  Guards.  See  codicil  No.  4, 
p.  54. 

4 John  Henry  Fenoulhet  (sometimes  called  Fenoul- 
liet)  was  a gentleman  of  French  extraction,  appa- 
rently a stock  broker,  as  in  his  accounts  as  executor 
mention  is  made  of  his  office  in  the  South  Sea  House, 
then  the  headquarters  of  that  fraternity.  He  appears 
to  have  been  in  every  way  a worthy  man.  His 
nomination  as  executor  plunged  him  into  litigation 
of  which  he  never  saw  the  end  ; for  he  died  in  1784, 
before  the  Chancery  proceedings  instituted  by  Scott 
had  been  concluded.  He  acquired  and  retained  the 
confidence  of  Lady  Chadwick  no  less  than  of  her 
husband  ; for  he  is  named  as  one  of  her  executors 
also.  To  him  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  presented  the 
beautiful  miniature  which  is  now  the  only  certainly 
authentic  likeness  of  Sir  Andrew  known  to  be  in 
existence.  See  p.  33. 
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and  to  his  Son  James  my  Apothecary  one  hundred  pounds.1  Item  I give  and 
bequeath  to  the  Reverend  Mr.  Groves  One  thousand  pounds2  as  a testimony  of 
our  long  uninterrupted  friendly  connections.  Item  I give  and  bequeath  to  Mr. 
Watson  Surgeon  of  Rathbone  Place  five  hundred  pounds.  Item  I give  and  bequeath 
to  Alexander  Scott  of  Warwick-street  in  the  Parish  &c.  aforesaid  five  hundred 
pounds  with  all  my  Books  Gold  Watch  Gold  Headed  Cane  and  my  Swords  and  all 
my  Pictures  at  the  decease  of  my  said  Wife  Lady  Chadwick  in  consideration  of  his 
friendly  attachment  and  obliging  attention  shown  towards  me.  Item  I give  and 
bequeath  to  Mr.  Keightly  my  Attorney  One  hundred  pounds  as  a mark  of  my  sense 
of  his  integrity  and  uprightness.  Item  I give  and  bequeath  to  my  worthy  and 
friendly  neighbour  Dr.  Manclere  One  hundred  pounds  for  a Ring.*  Item  I give  and 
bequeath  to  each  of  my  Servants  who  are  in  my  Service  at  my  decease  five  pounds 
and  for  and  during  the  terms  of  their  natural  lives  five  pounds  per  annum.  And  I 
do  hereby  ordain  constitute  and  appoint  the  aforesaid  Mr.  Groves  and  John  Henry 
Fenoulhet  as  Executors  of  this  my  last  Will  and  Testament  and  my  said  Wife 
Administratrix  thereof  As  Witness  my  hand  this  7th  day  of  July  1765. 


A.  Chadwick. 


1 The  profession  of  medicine  appears  to  have  been 
a tradition  in  the  Fenoulhet  family.  Dr.  Andrew 
Chadwick  Fenoulhet  recently  died  at  Wyke  Castle, 
Weymouth.  His  eldest  son,  Mr.  Edward  Cooper 
Fenoulhet,  is  a member  of  the  same  profession. 


less  obelisks  to  the  memory  of  himself  and  of  several 
members  of  his  family  still  remain.  It  is  remarkable 
that  he  has  left  in  his  parish  no  record  whatever  of 
his  transactions  during  the  long  period  that  he  was 
rector ; but  there  is  an  entry  in  the  Church  Register 
that  he  was  very  careless  about  all  things  concerning 
the  welfare  of  the  parish.  This  carelessness  he  ap- 
pears to  have  consistently  carried  into  other  affairs. 
Of  his  indifference  with  regard  to  Sir  Andrew’s 
voluminous  books  and  papers,  which  he  threw  in  a 
confused  heap  in  his  stable,  and  among  them  un- 
wittingly the  three  last  codicils,  mention  is  made 
elsewhere.  See  p.  42. 


2 The  Rev.  Samuel  Grove  was  a man  of  humble 
extraction,  belonging,  like  Mr.  Fenoulhet,  to  a 
refugee  family.  The  original  form  of  the  name  was 
Groux,  and  he  was  the  son  of  a baker  in  Spitalfields. 
He  became  a member  of  Trinity  College,  Cambridge, 
and  attained  to  the  degree  of  LL.B.  He  was  ap- 
pointed rector  of  East  Barnet,  Middlesex,  in  succes- 
sion to  Dr.  Beaumont,  in  1743,  and  remained  rector 
for  twenty-six  years,  dying  February  18th,  1769.  He 
was  buried  in  East  Barnet  churchyard,  on  the  north 
side  of  the  chancel,  where  five  striking  though  taste- 


8 Dr.  Manclere  or  Manclose  was  a tenant  of  Sir 
Andrew’s,  residing  nearly  opposite  to  him  at  No.  43, 
Broad  Street,  Golden  Square. 
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Codicil  No.  i. 

I DO  further  devise  give  and  bequeath  by  Codicil  to  this  my  last  Will  and  Testament  as 
follows.  Item  I give  and  bequeath  to  Elizabeth  Wakes1  aforesaid  her  dwelling-house 
(situated  in  the  street  &c.  aforesaid  belonging  to  me)  Rent  free  for  and  during  the 
term  of  her  natural  life.  Item  I give  and  bequeath  to  Colonel  John  Wells  aforesaid 
Two  thousand  pounds  besides  my  first  donation  including  in  the  whole  the  sum 
of  Five  thousand  pounds.  Item  I give  and  bequeath  to  James  Fenoulhet  my 
Apothecary  aforesaid  One  hundred  pounds  besides  my  first  Donation  including  in 
the  whole  the  sum  of  Two  hundred  pounds  as  a mark  of  my  regard  for  him  from  a 
sense  of  his  diligent  attention  to  me.  Item  I give  and  bequeath  to  my  next  door 
neighbour2  The  Reverend  Mr.  Deschamps  the  sum  of  One  hundred  pounds  for  a 
Ring  as  a testimony  of  my  sincere  regard  and  great  esteem  for  him.  Item  I give 
and  bequeath  to  each  of  my  Servants  who  may  be  living  with  me  at  the  time  of  my 
decease  Five  pounds  per  annum  each  for  and  during  the  term  of  each  of  their 
natural  lives  besides  my  first  donation  including  in  the  whole  five  pounds  to  each  of 
them  after  my  decease  and  ten  pounds  per  annum  to  each  of  them.  Item  I give 
and  bequeath  to  Alexander  Scott  aforesaid  Five  hundred  pounds  besides  my  first 
donation  including  in  the  whole  the  sum  of  One  thousand  pounds  in  money. 
As  Witness  my  hand  this  17th  October  1766.  A.  Chadwick. 


Codicil  No.  2. 

I DO  further  devise  give  and  bequeath  by  Codicil  to  this  my  last  Will  and  Testament 
as  follows.  Item  I give  and  bequeath  to  Mr.  Watson  Surgeon  in  Rathbone  Place 
aforesaid  Five  hundred  pounds  besides  my  first  donation  including  in  the  whole  the 
sum  of  One  thousand  pounds.  Item  I give  and  bequeath  to  Mr.  Keightly  One 


1 See  the  previous  bequest  to  her,  and  the  apparent 

ground  for  it  (p.  49). 


1 The  Rev.  Mr.  Deschamps  resided  in  the  house, 
now  No.  13,  Broad  Street,  at  the  corner  of  Poland 
Street,  and  bearing  the  name  of  Poland  House. 
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hundred  pounds  besides  my  first  donation  including  in  the  whole  Two  hundred 
pounds.  Item  I give  to  George  Keightly  his  Son  the  sum  of  One  hundred 
pounds.  Item  I give  and  bequeath  to  Dr.  Manclere  aforesaid  One  hundred  pounds 
besides  my  first  donation  including  in  the  whole  Two  hundred  pounds.  Item  I give 
and  bequeath  to  Mrs.  Travigar1  the  sum  of  One  hundred  pounds.  Item  I give  and 
bequeath  to  Mrs.  Maseres2  the  sum  of  One  hundred  pounds.  Item  I give  and  bequeath 
to  each  of  my  Servants  as  aforesaid  Ten  pounds  per  annum  more  including  in  the 
whole  Twenty  pounds  per  annum  each  for  and  during  the  terms  of  their  natural  lives. 
Item  I give  and  bequeath  the  whole  Residue  of  my  Estate  (after  the  decease  of  my 
said  Wife  Lady  Chadwick)  real  and  personal  of  whatever  nature  kind  or  quality  Plate 
Jewels  &c.  to  the  aforesaid  Colonel  John  Wells  and  Alexander  Scott  to  be  divided 
equally  betwixt  them  share  and  share  alike.  And  I do  further  give  and  bequeath  to 
the  Reverend  Mr.  Groves  and  Mr.  Fenoulhet  Senior  my  joint  Executors  the  additional 
sum  of  One  hundred  pounds  each  as  a consideration  for  their  extraordinary  trouble  in 
executing  this  my  last  Will  and  Testament  and  I do  further  desire  that  my  said  Wife 
Lady  Chadwick  shall  immediately  after  my  decease  have  no  further  intercourse 
communication  or  correspondence  directly  or  indirectly  under  any  pretence  whatever 
with  Mrs.  Caroline  Glover3  on  pain  of  forfeiting  all  Title  to  the  above  mentioned 


1 Mrs.  Travigar  lived  at  No.  42,  Broad  Street, 
between  Dr.  Manclere  and  Mrs.  Wakes. 

2 Mrs.  Maseres  occupied  the  next  house  to  Sir 
Andrew,  being  No.  1 1 on  the  north  side  of  Broad 
Street. 

3 Mrs.  Caroline  Glover,  who  appears  by  the  evi- 
dence of  this  second  codicil,  and  which  is  confirmed 
by  the  fifth,  to  have  especially  incurred  the  distrust 
and  ill-will  of  the  testator,  resided  as  his  tenant  in  the 
fourth  house  (now  No.  4)  in  Poland  Street.  She 
was  a widow  and  became  very  friendly  in  1764.  In 
1767,  seven  months  before  his  decease,  he  appears 
to  have  severed,  at  least  for  the  time,  all  communica- 
tions with  her ; and  this  alienation  he  was  specially 
desirous  to  render  permanent— with  what  want  of 
success  we  have  already  seen.  Mrs.  Glover  was  a 
woman  of  strong  will  and  voluble  tongue,  and  as 
such  readily  acquired  and  maintained  complete 
ascendency  over  the  dull,  indifferent,  and  weakly-con- 


stituted Lady  Chadwick.  Within  little  more  than 
a fortnight  after  Sir  Andrew’s  death,  that  is  on  the 
2nd  of  April,  1768,  she  was  installed  as  a permanent 
resident  in  his  house,  and  the  companion  of  his 
widow,  an  agreement  having  the  effect  of  waiving 
the  penalties  imposed  by  this  second  codicil  to  con- 
tinued intercourse,  having  been  entered  into  by  Scott 
and  Wells,  who  would  have  been  benefited  by  the 
forfeiture  had  it  been  made  effectual.  But  three 
days  afterwards  she  quarrelled  with  Scott.  Though 
Lady  Chadwick  subsequently  deposed  that  Mrs. 
Glover’s  constant  residence  with  her  had  been  of 
much  advantage,  and  had  in  fact  become  almost 
indispensable  to  her  in  her  deafness  and  solitude,  it  is 
not  difficult  to  imagine  with  what  despotism  she  must 
have  ruled  the  household.  In  the  affidavit  of  James 
Fenoulhet,  in  the  suit  Scott  v.  Fenoulhet  and  others, 
filed  March  21st,  1785,  it  is  deposed  that  for  some  time 
before  her  death  in  1783  Lady  Chadwick  had  refused 
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Clause  of  my  Will  respecting  her  my  said  Wife  except  an  allowance  of  Four  hundred 

pounds  per  annum  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life  and  to  prevent  all 

animosity’s  and  differences  I desire  my  Executors  to  make  a correct  Inventory  of  all 

and  every  my  Estate  as  a satisfaction  for  all  parties.  And  as  I have  found  it 

necessary  to  select  and  secret  this  my  last  Will  and  Testament  for  sufficient  reasons 

known  to  myself  I hope  it  will  escape  the  hostile  hands  of  the  Inquisitive  and  be 

executed  according  to  my  intention  and  the  true  meaning  thereof.  As  Witness  my 

hand  the  27th  August  1 767.  * ,, 

' ' ' A.  Chadwick. 


Codicil  No.  3. 

Item  I give  and  bequeath  to  John  Wilkes  Esquire1  late  Member  of  Parliament 
for  Aylesbury  the  sum  of  One  thousand  pounds  as  a Testimony  of  my  approbation 
of  his  Public  Spirited  Conduct  in  defence  of  the  rights  and  liberties  of  Subjects  in 
opposition  to  a corrupt  wicked  and  profligate  Administration.  As  Witness  my  hand 
this  26th  February  ,768.  A Chadwick. 


even  to  see  Mrs.  Glover,  so  quarrelsome  is  the  nature 
of  some  individuals  that  despotism  or  disagreement 
seem  their  only  alternatives.  Mrs.  Glover  subse- 
quently married  William  Compton,  a friend  and 
trustee  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick’s.  In  1793  we 
find  her  making  a Foreign  Declaration  at  Sienna,  in 
Italy,  in  which  her  identity  and  change  of  name  are 
clearly  stated. 

* It  is  difficult  for  the  present  generation  to  grasp 
an  adequate  view  of  the  public  excitement  early  in 
1 768,  consequent  on  the  political  exploits  and  unmea- 
sured utterances  of  John  Wilkes.  After  a youth 
spent  in  dissipation,  this  demagogue  had  aspired  to 
political  fame;  and,  finding  access  to  government 
employment  impossible  for  him  by  ordinary  methods, 
he  started  a policy  of  exasperation  in  his  notorious 
paper  “ The  North  Briton.”  In  1763  his  famous 
No.  45  was  issued,  in  which  he  scurrilously  attacked 
the  Princess  Dowager  of  Wales,  the  mother  of  the 


young  monarch  George  III.,  who  had  just  ascended 
the  throne;  and  in  his  denunciations  he  included  the 
King’s  Ministers.  For  this  he  was  arrested,  and  com- 
mitted to  the  Tower.  His  end  was  won.  He  was 
eminently  notorious.  By  the  country  at  large  he  was 
looked  upon  as  a martyr.  The  City  of  London  lost 
its  sobriety,  and  made  him  its  idol.  He  was  released 
from  the  Tower;  but,  to  avoid  the  consequences  of  fur- 
ther prosecutions,  found  it  desirable  to  quit  thecountry, 
having  previously  been  elected  M.  P.  for  Aylesbury ; 
but,  for  challenging  another  member,  he  was  expelled 
the  House  of  Commons  in  1764.  Repeatedly  he 
was  elected  member  for  Middlesex,  but  on  each 
occasion  the  election  was  declared  void.  He  remained 
in  France  four  years,  and  returned  to  England  on  the 
dissolution  of  Parliament,  March  1 2th,  1768,  and 
was  forthwith  elected  member  for  Westminster.  He, 
in  time,  subsided  into  a more  outwardly  decent 
citizen  ; and,  after  a course  of  probation,  the  resolu- 
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Codicil  No.  4.1 

Codicil  to  my  last  Will  and  Testament  deposited  in  a Chest  in  my  Back  Garret 
and  first  I do  hereby  revoke  cancel  and  annul  a clause  or  clauses  in  my  said  last  Will 
and  Testament  which  bequeaths  to  John  Wells  first  Major  of  His  Majesty’s  3rd 
Regiment  of  Foot  Guards  the  sum  of  Five  thousand  pounds  and  do  give  and  bequeath 
to  him  instead  thereof  the  sum  of  One  thousand  pounds  with  the  joint  Reversion  of 
my  whole  Estate  real  and  personal  of  whatever  nature  quality  or  degree  on  and  after 
the  decease  of  my  aforesaid  Wife  Lady  Chadwick  as  is  therein  mentioned.  And  I 
do  also  hereby  revoke  cancel  and  annul  that  clause  in  the  Codicil  annexed  to  said 
last  Will  and  Testament  which  bequeaths  to  John  Wilkes  Esquire  the  sum  of  One 
thousand  pounds  And  although  I have  always  firmly  protested  against  bestowing  any 
Donations  whatever  on  those  of  my  name  and  of  pretended  kindred  to  me  in 
consequence  of  the  base  and  cruel  usuage2  I met  with  from  my  relations  when  I was 
an  Orphan  Yet  nevertheless  upon  serious  reflections  and  mature  deliberation  I do 
hereby  leave  devise  give  and  bequeath  to  the  Reverend  Mr.  Groves  and  John  Henry 
Fenoulhet  the  sum  of  Five  thousand  pounds  upon  Condition  and  to  the  intent  that 
they  or  one  of  them  do  divide  the  same  in  proportionable  shares  to  such  persons  of 
my  kindred  who  shall  appear  and  prove  their  degree  of  consanguinity.  And  I further 


tions  of  the  House  of  Commons  against  him  were 
erased  from  the  Journals  in  1782.  He  became 
Chamberlain,  Alderman,  and  Lord  Mayor  of  the  City 
of  London,  and  died  in  1797.  An  obelisk  at  the  foot 
of  Ludgate  Hill  bearing  his  name  still  attests  his 
popularity.  He  had  a most  forbidding  countenance, 
and  a squint  that  became  a proverb.  Such  was 
his  popularity,  as  a self-exalted  apostle  of  freedom, 
that  an  agreeable  fashion  set  in  of  making  him  the 
object  of  testamentary  bequests  as  a public  benefactor, 
and  the  great  obstacle  to  the  suspected  growth  of 
arbitrary  power.  Henry  Walton,  a Devonshire 
farmer,  left  him £5,000,  in  1764.  Sir  William  Pynsent 
bequeathed  him  ,£1,000  in  1765.  Sir  Andrew  Chad- 


wick drew  a special  codicil  for  a like  purpose  in  1768, 
but  quickly  changed  his  mind,  and  revoked  the  be- 
quest. 

1 This  codicil  was  the  subject  of  a special  reference 
to  the  Prerogative  Court  of  Canterbury,  by  order  of 
the  Court  of  Chancery.  Its  validity  was  established  in 
1772.  See  p.  63. 

2 What  the  nature  of  this  cruel  usage  may  have 
been  we  have  now  no  means  of  knowing  ; but  Mr. 
Keightley  in  his  evidence  on  the  trial  of  Birch  and 
Martin  for  forgery,  in  September,  1771,  stated  that 
Sir  Andrew  systematically  avoided  mention  of  his 
relations,  and  when  he  did  so  it  was  usually  with 
a malediction.  See  p.  56. 


VII.] 


Will  and  Codicils. 


55 


give  and  bequeath  the  like  sum  for  the  said  purposes  to  issue  from  the  Residue  of 
my  Estate  at  the  decease  of  my  said  Wife  Lady  Chadwick.  As  witness  my  hand 
this  3rd  day  of  March  i/68.  A Chadwick. 


31st  March  1768. 

Appeared  Personally  Francis  Hanrott1  of  the  Parish  of  Saint  James  Westminster 

in  the  County  of  Middlesex  Gentleman  and  James  Shephard  of  the  same  Parish  and 

County  Gentleman  who  jointly  and  severally  made  Oath  on  the  Holy  Evangelists 

that  they  these  deponents  have  respectively  known  and  been  acquainted  with  Sir 

Andrew  Chadwick  late  of  the  Parish  of  Saint  James  Westminster  in  the  County  of 

Middlesex  aforesaid  Knight  deceased  for  a considerable  time  before  his  death  and  had 

during  such  time  seen  him  write  and  subscribe  his  name  and  are  thereby  become  well 

acquainted  with  his  manner  and  character  of  handwriting  and  subscription  and 

these  deponents  having  now  seen  and  carefully  perused  the  several  paper  writings 

hereunto  annexed  purporting  to  be  the  last  Will  and  Testament  with  four  Codicils  of 

the  said  deceased  the  said  Will  bearing  date  the  7th  day  of  July  1765  and  the  four 

Codicils  bearing  date  the  17th  of  October  1766  the  27th  August  1767  the  26th  day  of 

February  and  the  3rd  day  of  March  1768  and  respectively  signed  A.  Chadwick  these 

Deponents  do  upon  their  Oaths  severally  swear  and  depose  that  they  do  verily  and 

in  their  consciences  believe  the  whole  contents  of  the  said  Will  and  four  Codicils  to 

be  entirely  written  and  subscribed  by  and  with  the  own  proper  hand  of  the  said  Sir 

Andrew  Chadwick  the  Testator  deceased.  „ TT 

Fs.  Hanrott. 

Jas.  Shephard. 

The  same  day  the  said  Francis  Hanrott  and  James  Shephard  were  duly  sworn  to  the 
truth  of  this  affidavit  before  me. 

Present  Jas.  HESELTINE  Not : pubc-  Frs.  SIMPSON  Surrogate. 


1 Francis  Hanrott  was  a tenant  and  neighbour 
of  the  testator.  He  occupied  the  fifth  house  in 


Poland  Street,  next  to  that  of  Mrs.  Glover. 
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PROVED  at  London  with  four  Codicils  16  April  1768  before  the  Worshipful 
Francis  Simpson  Doctor  of  Laws  and  Surrogate  by  the  Oaths  of  the  Reverend 
Samuel  Groves  Clerk  and  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  the  Executors  to  whom  Ad- 
ministration was  granted  having  been  first  sworn  duly  to  Administer. 

(Three  further  Codicils  proved  in  May  1769.) 


MEMORANDUM  by  way  of  additional  Codicil  to  my  last  Will  and  Testament  secured 
from  the  two-handed  Ferrets  in  a Chest  in  my  Back  Garret  having  forgot  to  give 


said  last  Will  and  Testament  detached  from  it  which  from  a desire  to  Conceal  at 
present  perhaps  I may  have  lost  or  mislaid  as  upon  searching  for  it  I cannot  find  it 
but  it  is  more  than  probable  that  the  Rats  who  have  been  following  the  scent  that  way 
for  sometime  past  have  destroyed  it  and  therefore  for  my  own  satisfaction  this  shall 
supply  its  place  and  be  safer  lodged.  In  the  said  Codicil  detached  from  my  said  last 
Will  and  Testament  I therein  bequeathed  Five  thousand  pounds  at  my  decease  and 
the  like  sum  at  the  decease  of  my  Wife  Margaret  Lady  Chadwick  to  my  Executors 
mentioned  in  my  said  Will  In  trust  that  they  or  either  of  them  should  pay  the  same 
in  equal  proportions  to  each  of  such  as  should  prove  themselves  of  Consanguinity  to 
me  which  Clause  or  Clauses  of  the  said  Codicil  I have  more  seriously  weighed  and 
deliberately  considered  as  also  the  propriety  of  all  my  donations  with  the  merits  of  each 
particular  Legatee.  And  first  I promise  that  if  in  case  it  should  please  God  to  take  me 
by  death  in  the  meantime  before  I can  find  a convenient  opportunity  to  have  my  said 
last  Will  and  Testament  fairly  copied  and  properly  executed  according  to  the  statutes 
then  in  such  a case  I do  hereby  cancel  and  annul  that  clause  or  clauses  of  my  said  last 
Will  and  Testament  which  bequeaths  the  sum  of  Ten  thousand  pounds  to  those  of 
consanguinity  to  me  as  the  hungry  Lancashire  Kites  to  whom  I owe  nothing  either 


Deputy 

Registrars 


Codicil  No.  5. 


legacies  to  several  whom  I desire  to  remember  in  my  Will  and  made  a Codicil  to  my 
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by  the  ties  of  blood  gratitude  or  natural  affection  may  attempt  to  run  away  with  more 
contrary  to  my  inclination  than  they  deserve  at  my  hands  or  can  make  good  use  of  in 
which  case  the  said  sum  of  Ten  thousand  pounds  to  go  to  the  Residue  of  my  Estate 
chargeable  as  before  and  hereinafter  mentioned  with  the  use  of  all  the  annual  profits 
issuing  from  what  remains  to  my  said  Wife  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life 
upon  condition  and  to  the  intent  that  she  my  said  Wife  strictly  complies  with  the  whole 
of  my  said  last  Will  and  Testament  as  before  mentioned  otherwise  to  go  immediately 
from  her  to  those  in  remainder  except  so  much  as  before  excepted.  The  future  good 
of  my  Wife  and  her  happiness  is  the  sole  motive  for  my  restricting  her  from  Mrs. 
Glover’s  company.1  I have  no  enmity  to  Mrs.  Glover  nor  anybody  God  bless  her  and 
everybody  say  I and  send  her  soon  a good  Husband  a thing  she  has  more  need  of 
than  he  has  of  her  tho  her  late  directions  given  to  my  Madam  and  the  glib  spring  of 
her  mouth  has  given  me  no  small  vexation  and  perplexity  for  some  time  past  and 
almost  deprives  me  of  doing  as  I would  in  my  own  House.  My  Estate  is  my  own  and 
all  of  my  own  getting  and  I will  dispose  of  it  as  I please  and  therefore  do  hereby  declare 
that  my  said  Wife  Lady  Chadwick  shall  have  no  power  whatever  to  give  by  will 
or  otherwise  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  issuing  by  virtue  of  this  my  last  Will  or 
from  all  or  any  of  my  Estate  to  the  said  Mrs.  Caroline  Glover  her  children  or  any 
person  or  persons  In  Trust  for  her  or  them.  As  Witness  my  hand  this  8th  day 

of  March  1768.  A.  CHADWICK. 2P.S. — I desire  that  my  Horses  may  be  taken 

care  of  while  they  live  as  they  have  hitherto  under  my  Inspection  for  the  Services 
which  they  have  done  me  and  also  that  none  of  my  Estate  be  exposed  to  public  sale 
or  auction.  q 


Codicil  No.  6. 

And  I further  give  and  bequeath  to  Mr.  Keightly  Two  hundred  pounds  more  besides 
my  first  Donations  including  in  the  whole  the  sum  of  Four  hundred  pounds.  Item 


1 See  note  on  codicil  No.  2,  p.  52. 

2 These  were  doubtless  the  horses  he  had  main- 
tained as  a part  of  the  obligations  of  his  office  of 
gentleman  pensioner.  They  were  afterwards  sold  by 


his  executors  to  Colonel  John  Wells  for  £4,  and  his 
coach  and  sundry  stable  utensils  to  John  Knott  for 
the  sum  of  £4.  14s.  od.,  making  a total  for  coach, 
horses,  and  sundry  stable  utensils  of  ^8.  14s.  od. 
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I give  and  bequeath  to  Mr.  Paxton1  of  His  Majesty’s  Exchequer  Annuity  Office  the 
sum  of  Five  hundred  pounds  with  the  reversion  of  One  thousand  pounds  to  issue 
from  my  Donation  of  Five  thousand  pounds  given  to  Mrs.  Wakes  at  her  death. 
Item  I give  and  bequeath  to  my  old  acquaintance  and  very  worthy  friend  (notwith- 
standing some  differences  have  happened  some  time  ago  between  our  families)  to 
Captain  Compton2  the  sum  of  Five  hundred  pounds  and  the  like  sum  to  each  of  his 
Daughters  at  the  decease  of  my  said  Wife  if  both  or  either  of  them  shall  survive 
Lady  Chadwick.  Item  I give  and  bequeath  to  each  of  John  Henry  Fenoulhet’s 
Children  who  are  not  before  mentioned  in  my  Will  the  sum  of  One  hundred  pounds. 
Item  I give  and  bequeath  to  my  old  acquaintance  Mrs.  Betty  Chudleigh3  of  Knights- 


1 This,  like  the  case  of  Colonel  Wells,  appears  to 
be  a remembrance  of  a purely  official  friendship.  Sir 
Andrew  had  been  a Paymaster  in  the  Exchequer. 
This  was  probably  one  of  his  colleagues. 

2 This  is  not  the  William  Compton  who  was  one 

of  Sir  Andrew’s  trustees,  and  who  married  Mrs. 
Caroline  Glover  (see  p.  53)>  but  one  James  Compton, 
who  had  three  daughters  named  Mary,  Frances,  and 
Penelope,  to  each  of  whom,  as  it  will  be  observed, 
Sir  Andrew  bequeathed  ^500.  The  subsequent  use 
of  the  words  “both  or  either”  led  to  a contention 
with  Scott  that  only  two  daughters  were  intended  to 
be  benefited.  The  decree  in  Chancery  of  April  30, 
1771,  ordered  that  they  were  all  equally  entitled  to 
the  benefit,  but  only  contingently  on  their  surviving 
Lady  Chadwick.  Penelope  subsequently  became 

Lady  Muncaster.  Frances  married  one  Robert 

Travis.  Mary  appears  to  have  remained  unmarried. 
Each  of  them  outlived  Lady  Chadwick  and  secured 
the  legacy. 

3 This  notorious  woman,  the  scandals  concerning 
whom  fill  a large  page  of  the  fashionable  annals  of 
the  latter  part  of  the  last  century,  was  the  daughter 
of  Colonel  Chudleigh,  governor  of  Chelsea  Hospital. 
She  was  born  in  Devonshire,  about  1725,  and  her 
father  dying  in  her  childhood  her  mother  was  ap- 
pointed Housekeeper  of  Windsor  Castle.  The  girl 
was  consequently  about  the  Court,  and  her  extreme 
beauty  brought  her  into  notice.  She  became  a maid 
of  honour  to  the  Princess  of  Wales.  In  1741  she 
married  the  Hon.  Augustus  John  Hervey,  who  after- 
wards became  Earl  of  Bristol.  The  marriage  was 


kept  secret,  and  she  constantly  bore  her  maiden 
name.  A child  was  born,  and  after  that  a complete 
separation  from  her  husband  took  place.  From  this 
time  Miss  Chudleigh  was  the  object  of  much  sus- 
picion and  unlimited  satire,  and  lived  at  Knights- 
bridge  in  splendid  style.  In  1 769  she  married  Evelyn 
Pierrepoint,  Duke  of  Kingston,  who  died  five  years 
after,  leaving  her  universal  legatee  to  all  his  immense 
personal  property.  His  relatives,  however,  com- 
menced legal  proceedings  against  her  for  bigamy,  and 
she  was  tried  by  the  House  of  Lords  in  Westminster 
Hall,  in  April,  1776.  After  a trial  of  a week,  which 
was  one  of  the  sensational  events  of  the  period,  and 
during  its  continuance  was  the  centre  of  fashionable 
resort,  she  was  found  guilty,  but,  claiming  her  privilege 
as  a Peeress,  was  excused  from  the  then  ordinary 
accompaniment  to  a verdict  of  felony — branding  in 
the  hand.  The  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords 
did  not  deprive  her  of  the  fortune  left  her  by  the 
Duke  of  Kingston,  and  she  was  commonly  known  as 
the  Duchess  of  Kingston  for  the  rest  of  her  days. 
She  spent  the  last  years  of  her  life  at  Calais.  She 
was  lampooned  by  Foote  under  the  title  of  Lady 
Kitty  Crocodile,  in  a play  entitled  “A  Trip  to 
Calais but  she  had  sufficient  influence  with  the 
Lord  Chamberlain  to  obtain  the  prohibition  of  its 
performance.  She  died  at  Calais  about  1788.  Of 
the  origin  and  nature  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick’s 
acquaintance  with  her  no  record  appears  to  exist. — 
(See  “British  Magazine  and  Review,”  August,  1782, 
p.  87. — Great  Trials  from  1715-1784.  — Davis’s 
Memorials  of  Knightsbridge.) 
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bridge  the  sum  of  One  hundred  guineas  for  a Ring  in  remembrance  of  me.  Item  I 
give  and  bequeath  to  Mrs.  Hanrott1  the  sum  of  One  hundred  pounds  in  acknowledg- 
ment of  her  neighbourly  civilities  shown  to  me  and  my  Wife.  Item  I give2  and 
bequeath  to  William  Roberts  my  Servant  (if  living  with  me  at  the  time  of  my 
decease)  the  additional  sum  of  Ten  pounds  per  annum  for  and  during  the  term  of  his 
natural  life  including  in  the  whole  the  sum  of  Thirty  pounds  per  annum  for  and 
during  the  term  of  his  natural  life  in  consideration  of  a late  singular  instance  of  his 
faithfulness  and  duty  towards  me.  And  I do  hereby  revoke  cancel  and  annul  a Clause 
or  Clauses  in  my  said  last  Will  and  Testament  which  bequeaths  to  John  Wilkes  Esquire 
the  sum  of  One  thousand  pounds  and  do  hereby  give  and  bequeath  the  said  sum  of 
One  thousand  pounds  to  another  patriot  of  equal  zeal  and  public  Spirit  tho  less 
experienced  with  Court  Finesse  and  Intrigues  I mean  honest  Scott  besides  my  former 
donations  including  the  sum  of  Two  thousand  pounds  in  money  at  present  not 
doubting  that  his  good  sense  and  happy  turn  of  mind  will  enable  him  to  make  a 
proper  use  of  it  and  induce  him  to  dispose  of  it  with  the  same  circumspection  and 
moderation  with  which  I gathered  it  together  and  I desire  that  he  will  always 
continue  a Loyal  subject  to  his  Sovereign  a friend  to  his  Country  and  speak  his  mind 
with  Freedom  and  independency  and  with  that  candour  he  has  so  often  entertained 
me  formerly  in  private  for  tho  publick  virtue  has  been  banished  by  the  Foxes3  I 


1 Mrs.  Hanrott  occupied  the  next  house  to  Mrs. 
Glover,  being  No.  5 in  Poland  Street.  She  was  the 
wife  of  Francis  Hanrott,  who  proved  the  handwriting 
of  the  will  and  first  four  codicils.  See  page  55. 

2 William  Roberts,  who  seems  to  have  inspired  his 
master  with  a sense  of  his  fidelity,  lived  with  him 
till  his  death.  The  other  manservant,  the  coachman, 
was  John  Knott.  The  two  maidservants  were  Mary 
and  Catherine  Roberts.  Shortly  after  his  master’s 
death  William  Roberts  married  Mary  Roberts,  and 
they  went  to  live  in  the  country. 

3 This  allusion  to  “the  Foxes”  has  reference  to 
Henry  Fox,  first  Lord  Holland,  and  to  his  second 
and  immortal  son,  Charles  James  Fox,  then  a very 
young  man,  but  who  subsequently  became  the  most 
distinguished  of  his  gifted  family.  The  father  of  the 
first  Lord  Holland  was  Sir  Stephen  Fox,  a person  of 
very  humble  origin.  He  became  a politician  of  note 


and  influence  in  the  reigns  of  Charles  II.,  James  II., 
William  III.,  and  Queen  Anne.  He  had  a numerous 
family,  and  his  youngest  son,  Henry,  was  created 
Lord  Holland,  as  above  stated  in  1763,  and  is  the 
person  so  contemptuously  spoken  of  by  Sir  Andrew. 
Why  this  should  be  so  is  not  at  first  easy  to  discover, 
as  by  political  ties  he  was  allied  to  their  party ; but 
a suggested  solution  will  presently  appear.  “The 
Foxes”  were  the  leaders  of  the  Whig  party,  and  their 
celebrated  mansion,  Holland  House,  was  then,  and 
for  generations  afterwards,  even  down  nearly  to  our 
own  time,  the  chosen  temple  and  place  of  resort  of 
that  section  of  the  haut  ton.  The  first  Lord  Holland 
was  the  political  opponent  of  the  first  William  Pitt, 
afterwards  Earl  of  Chatham,  and  in  the  course  of  his 
career  “held  lucrative  offices  under  Government — 
that  of  Paymaster  of  the  Forces  for  one — in  which  he 
enriched  himself  to  a degree  which  incurred  a great 
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hope  it  will  never  desert  those  whom  I wish  well  And  I believe  there  is  as  little  in 
most  places  now  a days  where  it  ought  to  be  most  conspicuous  as  there  is  at  Holland 
House.  St.  Stephen’s  Chapel  is  grown  so  very  dirty  I wish  it  could  be  brushed  a 
little  and  do  hope  that  one  day  or  other  a dose  will  be  given  to  it  which  will  push 
out  the  plug  and  thoroughly  purge  it  from  its  prostituted  venality  and  corruption. 
Alas  the  struggles  for  liberty  of  one  poor  Cato  in  our  age  (deprived  of  enjoying  the 
bounties  of  friends  to  the  cause  by  rascally  prosecution  and  oppression)  is  like  the 
Wren  pissing  in  the  Sea.  As  second  thoughts  are  best  I have  changed  my  mind 
which  I think  is  enough  Colonel  Wells  has  often  disgusted  me  honest  Scott  never  did 
offend  me  unless  by  his  being  other  people’s  friend  more  than  his  own  and  debarring 
me  from  the  pleasure  of  his  Company  when  I stand  most  in  need  of  it  for  these 
fourteen  months  and  upwards  past  but  as  I now  know  the  cause  I overlook  it  in  him 
and  therefore  do  hereby  revoke  cancel  and  annul  that  Clause  or  Clauses  in  my  said 
last  Will  and  Testament  which  bequeaths  to  the  said  Colonel  John  Wells  the  half  of 
the  Residue  of  my  Estate  at  the  decease  of  my  said  Wife  and  I do  hereby  give  and 
bequeath  the  whole  Residue  of  all  and  every  my  Estate  Real  and  Personal  as  before 
mentioned  to  Alexander  Scott  chargeable  with  the  payment  of  Two  thousand 
pounds  at  the  decease  of  my  said  Wife  Lady  Chadwick  to  Colonel  Wells  if  he  shall 
survive  her  otherwise  if  not  to  revert  to  Alexander  Scott  upon  condition  and  to  the 
intent  that  he  never  knuckles  or  cringes  or  becomes  the  Sycophantical  Tool  of  any 
Imp  whatsoever  of  abused  power  insolence  of  Office  and  nominal  greatness.  I did 
intend  to  have  countenanced  in  some  measure  Public  Charities  but  the  many  private 
abuses  which  have  lately  crept  in  among  them  like  many  other  things  have  rendered 
them  unworthy  of  the  notice  and  attention  of  the  well  disposed  for  the  Physical 


deal  of  ‘suspicion  (Leigh  Hunt).  lie  has  recently 
been  denounced  in  a city  address  as  “the  defaulter  of 
unaccounted  millions.”  Public  accounts  in  those  days 
were  strangely  neglected,  and  the  family  have  said 
that  his  were  in  no  worse  condition  than  those  of 
others ; but  they  do  not  deny  that  he  was  a jobber. 
Fox,  however,  did  not  care.  With  lax  notions  of 
morality,  he  jobbed  and  prospered.  He  ran  away 
with  the  Duke  of  Richmond’s  daughter,  and  married 
her  in  the  Fleet  Prison  in  1744;  got  his  wife  made  a 


baroness;  was  made  a lord  himself;  and,  notwith- 
standing his  jobbing,  was  loving  and  beloved  so  long 
as  health  remained  to  him.  It  was  in  connection 
with  his  office  of  Paymaster  of  the  Forces  that  Sir 
Andrew's  evident  hatred  of  him  possibly  arose.  Here 
was  a subordinate  officer  cherishing  malicious  feelings 
towards  his  chief,  though  of  the  same  political  views. 
The  origin  of  the  ill-will  must  be  looked  for  in  finan- 
cial and  administrative — not  purely  political  affairs; 
but  we  have  no  further  evidence  on  the  point. 
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Tribe  must  be  in  the  fashion  and  are  all  of  a piece  with  their  Brothers  in  iniquity  the 

Parsons  the  Lawyers  Political  Conjurers  and  our  wise  (or  rather  overwise)  leaders  of 

this  strange  enlightened  age  who  mind  the  Loaves  and  Fishes  first  supposing  that 

the  health  of  the  Patient  must  follow  of  course  and  the  greater  the  Rogue  the 

Honester  the  Man  and  here  ends  my  grand  Affair  as  Witness  my  hand  this  nth 

day  of  March  1768.  A „ 

3 A.  Chadwick. 


Codicil  No.  7. 

Item  I give  and  bequeath  to  James  Fenoulhet  One  hundred  pounds  more  besides 

my  former  donations  including  in  the  whole  the  sum  of  Three  hundred  pounds  in 

consideration  of  a late  proof  of  his  ingenuousness  and  affection  shewn  towards  me. 

As  Witness  my  hand  this  12th  day  of  March  1768.1  . „ 

3 A.  Chadwick. 

30th  May  1769. 

Appeared  Personally  Thomas  Edwards  of  the  South  Sea  House  London 
Gentleman  and  Richard  Pearse  of  the  same  place  Gentleman  who  jointly  and 
severally  made  Oath  on  the  Holy  Evangelists  that  they  these  Deponents  have 
respectively  known  and  been  acquainted  with  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  late  of  the 
Parish  of  Saint  James  Westminster  in  the  County  of  Middlesex  Knight  deceased  for 
several  Years  before  and  to  the  time  of  his  death  and  having  during  such  time  often 
seen  him  write  and  subscribe  his  name  and  were  and  are  thereby  become  well  acquainted 
with  his  manner  and  character  of  handwriting  and  subscription  and  these  Deponents 
having  now  seen  and  carefully  perused  the  paper  writings  hereunto  annexed  purport- 
ing to  be  three  Codicils  to  the  Will  of  the  said  deceased  the  first  beginning  thus 
“ Memorandum  by  way  of  additional  Codicil  to  my  last  Will  and  Testament  secured 
from  the  two-handed  Ferrets  in  a Chest  in  my  Back  Garret”  and  ending  dated  and 


Testator  died  March  15th,  1 76 8. 
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subscribed  thus  “As  Witness  my  hand  this  8th  day  of  March  1768.  A.  Chadwick.” 
And  the  second  Codicil  beginning  thus  “And  I further  give  and  bequeath  to  Mr. 
Keightly  Two  hundred  pounds  more  besides  my  first  Donations  including  in  the 
whole  the  sum  of  Four  hundred  pounds”  and  ending  dated  and  subscribed  thus 
“and  here  ends  my  grand  Affair  as  Witness  my  hand  this  nth  day  of  March  1768. 
A.  Chadwick.”  And  the  third  Codicil  beginning  thus  “ Item  I give  and  bequeath 
to  James  Fenoulhet  One  hundred  pounds  more  besides  my  former  donations”  and 
ending  dated  and  subscribed  thus  “As  witness  my  hand  this  12th  day  of  March  1768. 
A.  Chadwick.”  These  Deponents  do  upon  their  Oath  severally  swear  and 
depose  that  they  do  verily  and  in  their  consciences  believe  the  whole  contents  of 
the  said  Codicils  and  the  several  signatures  thereto  subscribed  to  be  entirely  wrote 
and  subscribed  by  and  with  the  own  proper  hand  of  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick 
the  Testator  deceased.  qy  Edwards. 

R.  Pearse. 

The  same  day  the  said  Thomas  Edwards  and  Richard  Pearse  were  duly  sworn 
before  me.  Geo.  Harris  Surrogate. 

Present  Jno.  Greene  noty-  pubc- 


These  three  further  Codicils  were  Proved  at  London  31st  May  1769 
before  the  Worshipful  George  Harris  Doctor  of  Laws  and  Surrogate  by  the  Oath  of 
John  Henry  Fenoulhet  the  surviving  executor  named  in  the  Will  to  whom  adminis- 
tration was  granted  having  been  first  sworn  duly  to  administer. 


Chas.  Dyneley 
John  Iggulden 
W.  F.  Gostling 


Deputy 

Registrars. 


As  will  be  observed,  probate,  so  far  as  personal  estate  was  concerned,  was 
granted  to  the  will  and  first  four  codicils  (being  all  that  were  then  discovered)  on  the 
16th  of  April,  1768.  When  the  remaining  three  codicils  were  discovered  in  the 
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following  year,  and  similarly  proved  May  31st,  1769,  Colonel  John  Wells  set  up  a 
claim  that,  as  the  fifth  codicil  had  been  drawn  up  and  signed  by  the  testator  in  the 
belief  that  the  fourth  had  been  lost  or  purloined,  the  fourth  should  be  treated  as  if  it 
had  never  existed,  and  that  the  fifth  simply  stood  in  its  place.  The  effect  of  this 
would  be  that  whereas  the  legacy  of  £5,000,  originally  intended  for  him,  was  reduced 
to  £1,000  by  the  fourth  codicil,  no  alteration  from  the  first  named  sum  nor,  in  fact, 
any  abatement  whatever  in  his  interests  under  the  will  appears  in  the  fifth  codicil, 
and  he  would  be  entitled  to  £5,000.  The  Court  of  Chancery,  in  giving  judgment  in 
the  cause  of  Scott  v.  Chadwick  and  others,  April  30th,  1771,  reserved  decision  as  to 
this  contention  of  Colonel  Wells  until  the  opinion  of  the  Prerogative  Court  of  the 
Archbishop  of  Canterbury  could  be  sought  and  obtained,  and  such  opinion  was 
ordered  to  be  proceeded  for  with  due  diligence.  The  point  was  argued  at  Doctors 
Commons  on  the  2 1st  July,  1772,  and  the  ecclesiastical  judge  decreed  the  validity  of 
both  the  fourth  and  fifth  codicils.  This  was  afterwards  confirmed  by  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  and  the  legacy  in  question  was  paid  to  Wells  under  the  terms  of  the  fourth 
codicil.  If  the  contention  of  Colonel  Wells  for  the  extinction  of  the  fourth  codicil  had 
prevailed,  then  the  legacy  to  John  Wilkes  would  not  have  been  rescinded,  and  would 
have  come  up  for  payment,  but  for  a second  revocation  which  Sir  Andrew  had 
embodied  in  his  sixth  codicil. 

In  the  event  the  whole  of  the  informal  testamentary  papers  of  Sir  Andrew 
Chadwick  were,  after  many  vicissitudes,  legally  established  and  their  provisions 
carried  out,  so  far  as  personal  estate  only  was  concerned. 


m)apttv  VHM. 


PERSON  AND  CHARACTER. 

The  physical  and  moral  attributes  of  a person  who  flourished  and  vanished  more 
than  a century  ago  can  only  be  deduced,  in  the  absence  of  exact  portraiture,  and  full 
contemporary  record,  from  a comparison  of  isolated  evidences  of  his  history  made 
by  himself,  or  from  the  observations  of  other  persons. 

I have  already  remarked  that  no  contemporary  work,  so  far  as  a somewhat 
industrious  investigation  enables  me  to  judge,  gives  any  mention  whatever  of  Sir 
Andrew  Chadwick  from  which  a just  inference  tending  towards  a correct  estimate 
of  his  character  can  be  drawn.  His  likeness  is  not  among  those  of  the  immortal 
forty-eight  of  the  Kit  Kat  Club  now  preserved  at  Bayfordbury  Park,  Herts,  nor  do  I 
believe  that  he  ever  formed  an  element  in  that  confraternity  of  old  Jacob  Tonson’s 
literary  associates. 

The  original  list  of  Founders  of  the  Society  of  Arts,  with  the  signatures  of  all 
those  joining  in  the  establishment  of  that  useful  institution  in  1758,  is  still  extant  in 
the  Society’s  Archives.  It  is  full  of  interest  as  presenting  the  autographs  of  most  of 
the  celebrities  of  that  day,  as  well  as  of  many  others,  probably  philanthropists  and 
scientific  men  of  more  retiring  disposition  ; but  the  list  will  be  searched  in  vain  for 
the  name  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick.  The  only  undoubtedly  genuine  portrait  of 
him  in  existence  is  a half  length,  and  gives  no  means  of  comparison  of  relative 
dimensions.  Hence  we  are  driven  by  the  surrounding  conditions  to  sift  and  analyse 
his  own  words  and  deeds  with  the  aid  of  an  occasional  faint  light  thrown  across  the 
path  from  some  incidental  circumstance. 

For  our  present  purpose,  if  pursued  with  due  sobriety  of  thought  and  carefully 
balanced  deduction,  Sir  Andrew’s  own  comparatively  few  recorded  acts  and  written 
words,  especially  when  taken  in  connection  with  and  supplemented  by  those  of  his 
immediate  successors,  afford  a somewhat  rich  storehouse  of  elements  from  which  to 
form  an  estimate  of  the  living  man. 
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In  person  I think  he  must  have  been  tall.  I infer  this  from  two  circumstances. 
The  first  is  that,  when  an  honour  was  conferred  upon  him,  it  was  to  constitute  him  a 
member  of  a corps  of  dignity,  which,  in  the  warlike  days  of  Queen  Anne,  with  the 
star  of  the  Duke  of  Marlborough  in  the  zenith,  must  have  demanded  superior  stature. 
The  members  of  the  Honourable  Corps  of  Gentlemen  Pensioners  were  primarily 
intended  to  impart  additional  state  and  dignity  to  the  immediate  presence  of  the 
Sovereign.  And  arguing  from  the  well  known  passion  of  Frederick  the  Great  for 
tall  men  in  the  Prussian  army,  and  the  influence  of  continental  predilections  for  big 
men,  which  pervaded  the  French  and  infected  the  English  Courts,  it  is  extremely 
unlikely  that,  if  Sir  Andrew  had  been  a man  of  short  or  even  of  middle  stature,  he 
would  have  been  selected  for  the  corps  to  which  for  so  many  ye^rs  he  belonged. 
Some  other  honour  in  that  case  would  have  been  found  for  him. 

The  second  element  is  furnished  by  the  dimensions  of  his  gravestone,  which  is  of 
the  length  of  six  feet  six  inches.  This  is  no  infallible  test,  but  only  corroborative.  A 
short  man  would  require  a short  grave,  and  that  would  demand  only  a short  stone . 
A long  stone  argues  a long  grave,  and  the  receptacle  of  a tall  man.  This  is  quite  in 
accordance  with  the  physical  build  of  most  Chadwicks  known  to  me.  A positively 
short  man  there  is  not  amongst  them,  whilst  of  tall  men  there  are  plenty.  Superiority 
of  stature  seems  to  be  a characteristic  of  the  tribe. 

Longevity,  of  which  Sir  Andrew  furnishes  a striking  example,  is  another  attribute 
of  the  race.  Of  my  own  immediate  relations,  and  of  the  Chadwicks  I have  known  t 
but  with  whom  I could  claim  no  relationship  expressible  in  words,  a large  proportion 
have  been  long-lived. 

Sir  Andrew’s  features  were  regular  and  pleasing,  and  bear  a striking  likeness  to 
those  of  some  Chadwicks  in  England  now  living.  This  has  been  remarked  in  more 
than  one  instance  by  entire  strangers. 

In  moral  structure  he  was  truly  a singular  composition.  Eccentricity  seems  to 
run  like  a thread  throughout  his  being.  With  the  bump  of  secretiveness  strongly 
developed,  and  cultivating  generally  a morose  and  reserved  spirit,  strange  to  say  he 
was  sometimes  fond  of  company.  Possessing  some  traits  of  benevolence  and  humane 
feelings  towards  his  immediate  surroundings,  he  was  yet  cold  towards  his  wife, 
indifferent  to  her  tastes  and  predilections,  and  litigious  in  his  relations  with  the  outer 
world.  Capricious  in  taste,  and  changeful  in  attachment,  he  yet  exhibits  evidence  of 
F 
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remarkable  constancy,  singularly  ill-bestowed.  Magnificent  in  his  posthumous  gifts, 
he  was  ungenerous  to  his  wife,  sailed  very  close  to  the  wind  in  the  administration 
of  her  father’s  estate,  and  exhibited  a penurious  and  grasping  disposition,  quite 
consistent  with  his  evident  self-love.  An  enigma  he  is  to  us — an  enigma  he  has  been 
to  the  generations  that  have  studied  him  since  his  death,  and  before  our  day — but 
enigma  greatest  of  all  must  he  have  been  to  those  who  lived  at  the  same  time,  but 
who  must  have  been  amazed  at  the  remarkable  eccentricities,  the  impenetrable 
peculiarities  of  this  singular  man. 

The  eccentricity  of  the  knight’s  character  becomes  apparent  from  a general 
review  of  his  entire  proceedings,  rather  than  from  a contemplation  of  isolated  acts. 
That  broad  characteristic  results  from  the  existence  and  possibly  the  cultivation  of 
many  singularities.  It  was  the  growth  of  years,  planted  in  self-esteem,  stimulated  by 
isolation,  and  watered  by  unchecked  affluence;  consequently  if  any  single  acts  should 
be  expected  to  reveal  it  sharply  they  would  be  looked  for  towards  the  close  of  his  life. 
This  is  precisely  where  we  find  them.  His  will  and  seven  codicils,  with  their 
grotesque  expressions,  their  capricious  bequests,  and  their  many  changes  and 
revocations,  all  illustrate  this  feature  of  his  character ; and,  written  as  they  are 
entirely  in  his  own  hand  and  without  the  privity  of  a single  human  being,  furnish 
its  most  enduring  and  trustworthy  exposition. 

His  morose  nature  appears  from  the  utter  want  of  openness  towards  his  wife  as 
to  his  property,  and  his  intentions  with  regard  to  it.  His  will  and  codicils  contain 
several  directions  for  Lady  Chadwick’s  rule  and  guidance,  evidently  an  extension 
under  that  mode  of  promulgation  of  a course  of  domestic  discipline  long  practised. 
He  had  apparently  expected  and  probably  exacted  compliance  with  wishes,  to  be 
inferred  on  the  one  side  rather  than  expressed  on  the  other,  in  his  lifetime.  When 
rules  and  directions  framed  in  imperative  language  are  thus  found  after  his  death,  a 
trait  of  character  is  clearly  revealed,  which,  combined  with  his  depth  of  reserve  and 
untrusting  disposition,  may  be  fairly  referred  for  its  fount  and  origin  to  the  circum- 
stances of  his  youth— that  friendless,  solitary  childhood  on  which  I have  already 
commented.  Allied  with  these  elements  of  character,  and  in  fact  a natural  outgrowth 
from  them  is  his  secrecy.  The  illustrations  of  the  existence  of  this  peculiarity  of 
mind  are  manifold.  It  proclaims  itself  in  silent  unacknowledged  hoarding;  in  artful 
dealing  with  his  father-in-law’s  estate;  in  a secretly  concocted  will,  often  varied,  and 
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well  concealed ; in  the  cherished  neighbourhood  of  hidden  treasure,  to  be  sought  for 
after  death  in  holes  and  corners,  in  secret  drawers  and  unlikely  recesses,  in  strong 
chests  attracting  attention,  but  resisting  attack,  and  under  floor  boards,  not  suspected, 
but  therefore  regarded  as  the  better  secured.  It  is  also  exhibited  strongly  by  his 
persistent  avoidance  of  all  mention  of  his  relatives.  He  disliked  speaking  of  them  ; 
and  Mr.  Keightley  deposed  on  the  trial  of  Birch  and  Martin  in  September,  1771, 
that  whenever  Sir  Andrew  was  obliged  to  refer  to  his  relations  it  was  with  the 
accompaniment  of  an  oath. 

The  particular  feature  of  his  all-pervading  eccentricity  to  be  observed  here  is 
the  antithesis  of  all  this  in  an  occasional  fondness  for  company.  Alexander  Scott 
and  Colonel  John  Wells  are  both  mentioned  in  his  codicils.  The  former,  having 
had  the  astuteness  never  to  run  counter  to  his  feelings  and  prejudices,  eventually 
found  himself  named  as  sole  residuary  legatee.  The  latter,  with  more  bluntness 
and  honesty  than  cunning  and  flattery,  is  first  named  as  joint1  residuary  legatee 
with  Scott,  and  then  has  the  personal  mortification  of  finding  himself  superseded 
by  that  calculating  person,2  and  further  stamped  for  all  time  as  one  whose  company 
was  not  so  invariably  agreeable  to  his  friend  as  was  that  of  the  saponaceous  individual 
who  ultimately  supplanted  him.  Other  signs  of  this  liking  for  the  occasional  company 
of  friends,  provided  they  agreed  in  his  own  views,  or  at  least  appeared  to  do  so,  are 
observable  in  the  remarks  left  on  record  by  Sir  Andrew  as  to  his  relations  with 
Mr.  Keightley,  the  two  Fenoulhets,  and  others.  Scott  seems  to  have  acquired  and 
maintained,  with  an  art  consummate  in  its  self-concealment,  an  abiding  influence 
over  him.  Consonance  of  views  in  political  matters  appears  to  have  been  a strong 
element  in  his  favour.  They  were  both  extreme  Whigs.  A gentle  reproof  is  passed 
on  Scott8  that  for  fourteen  months  when  Sir  Andrew  wanted  him  most  he  had 
been  too  frequently  absent ; but  an  undefined  excuse  was  found,  and  the  rich 
childless  knight’s  forgiveness  was  secured  by  his  calculating  and  heartless  companion. 
Next  to  the  unfortunate  effects  of  Sir  Andrew’s  solitary  childhood,  I attribute  much 
of  the  less  amiable  side  of  his  character  to  the  sinister  influence  and  designing 


1 See  codicil  No.  2,  p.  51. 

2 See  codicil  No.  6,  p.  57. 


3  See  codicil  No.  6,  p 60. 
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mind  of  this  Scott,  who,  being  a man  evidently  endowed  with  superior  mental 
force  as  compared  with  Sir  Andrew,  and  superadding  to  this  the  cunning  which 
so  essentially  characterised  him,  imperceptibly  moulded  his  friend  to  his  own 
will. 

Of  the  better  traits  of  Sir  Andrew’s  character,  self-reliance  is  one  of  the  chief. 
Beginning  life  with  positive  disadvantages,  in  obscure  birth,  early  bereavement,  and 
want  of  friends,  he  yet  cleared  his  way  to  a position  which,  if  not  the  most  eminent, 
was  at  least  honourable.  His  boast  in  his  fifth  codicil1  that  his  estate  was  his  own 
and  all  of  his  own  getting,  and  that  it  had  been  acquired  only  by  moderation  and 
circumspection,  are  pardonable  outcrops  of  the  inward  feeling  which  they  serve  so  well 
to  indicate.  He  was  a man  of  strong  mind  withal,  and  would  brook  no  other  monarch 
near  his  throne;  hence  the  final  triumph  of  the  serpent-like  Scott,  and  the  utter 
discomfiture  of  the  more  straightforward  Wells.  With  this  self-reliance  were  combined 
a good  share  of  personal  vanity,  and  the  usual  ingredient  of  suspicion.  Nobody  is 
suspicious  with  so  unvarying,  so  indiscriminating,  so  sleepless  a suspicion,  as  your 
self-reliant  man,  who  is  also  vain  enough  to  revel  in  and  boast  of  his  natural 
endowments  in  this  department.  Sir  Andrew  was  eminently  suspicious.  Almost 
every  recorded  act,  nearly  every  existing  paper  under  his  hand,  is  coloured 
with  suspicion.  Where  the  ungenerous  feeling  is  so  prevalent  it  is  unnecessary 

to  quote  isolated  examples.  The  feeling  is  in  the  web  of  the  man’s  history,  living 
and  dead. 

The  foregoing  points  of  character  lead  as  naturally  as  night  follows  day  to  the  evil 
characteristic  of  vindictiveness.  Nothing  in  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick’s  disposition  is 
more  clearly  displayed.  What  I said  of  his  suspicion,  that  I say  of  his  vindictiveness, 
for  they  are  co-extensive  and  all-pervading.  Circumspice.  This  vindictiveness 
displayed  itself  among  other  forms  in  that  of  litigiousness ; and  it  is  on  record  that 
he  was  a prominent  litigant  in  the  affairs  of  the  York  Buildings  Water  Company, 
one  of  the  first  undertakings  brought  into  existence  for  supplying  water  to  an  entire 
community.  Yet,  as  nobody  is  entirely  bad,  he  had  even  here  his  redeeming  features  ; 
and  I gladly  seize  on  these  scintillations  of  a better  nature,  and  wish  they  were  more 


See  p.  56. 
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in  number  and  more  enduring  in  power.  He  combined  some  elements  of  benevolence 
and  of  humanity.  Of  his  benevolence  we  have  testimony  in  his  treatment  of  his 
household  servants,  of  whom  four  were  living  in  his  house  at  his  death.  To  each  of 
these  he  left  an  annuity  which,  having  been  first  ordered  and  defined,  was  in  each 
case  subsequently  increased.  Again,  he  declares  in  his  sixth  codicil1  that,  having  no 
children,  and  entertaining  the  greatest  distrust  and  indeed  aversion  to  his  pretended 
kindred,  he  had  intended  to  leave  his  estate  for  the  benefit  of  charitable  institutions, 
but  that,  having  observed  gross  abuses  in  their  management,  he  had  at  length 
resolved  on  a different  and  more  personal  application  of  his  wealth.  His  spirit  of 
humanity  is  further  indicated  forcibly,  clearly,  and  honourably  by  two  incidents.  He 
ordered  that  his  horses2  should  be  taken  care  of,  and  that  neither  they  nor  any 
portion  of  his  estate  or  property  should  be  exposed  to  public  auction  ; and  in  the 
inventory  of  his  furniture  I find  many  bird  cages.  It  is  impossible  not  to  perceive 
in  any  person  fond  of  animals — and  especially  of  birds — an  element  of  humane 
feeling  to  which  I should  be  sorry  to  omit  to  give  all  due  honour.  I believe 
Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  to  have  been  fundamentally  by  nature  a humane  person. 
Yet  the  strong  feeling  just  alluded  to  of  the  existence  of  abuses  in  the  manage- 
ment of  public  charities  seems  so  far  to  have  deterred  him  from  encouraging 
them,  that  I have  not  found  his  name  in  connection  with  any  of  the  contemporary 
charities,  save  in  one  somewhat  doubtful  case,  which  will  be  presently  referred  to 
in  detail.3 

Capricious  yet  constant,  would  be  a sufficient  paradox  to  stamp  singularity  of 
temperament  on  most  men.  In  our  hero  it  forms  simply  one  item  in  the  long  list  of 
peculiarities  which  make  up  his  character  for  eccentricity.  While  changing,  and 
somewhat  frequently  and  violently  changing  his  will,  he  seems  to  have  preserved  a 
more  or  less  enduring  admiration  and  friendship  for  a small  coterie  of  acquaintances. 
Scott  the  designing,  Fenoulhet  the  faithful,  Wells  the  candid,  Horsey  the  enterprising, 
Grove  the  flaccid,  Watson  the  skilful,  and  Keightley  the  constant,  appear  to  have 
secured  a part  of  the  better  suffrages  of  his  nature;  and  they  are  all  mentioned  in  his 
will  or  codicils  or  other  papers  with  varying  estimates  of  worth,  if  measured  by 


1 See  p.  60. 

2 Postscript  to  codicil  No.  5,  p.  57. 


3 See  p.  70. 
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pecuniary  standards,  but  in  each  case  with  words  of  kindliness  and  appreciation, 
which,  taken  in  connection  with  other  circumstances,  suggest  to  my  mind  the 
epithets  in  which  I have  ventured  to  sum  up  their  respective  and  most  prominent 
characteristics. 

In  pecuniary  affairs  Sir  Andrew  was  scraping  and  careful,  even  to  the  extent  of 
penuriousness;  and  with  the  usual  fear  of  men  of  that  character  and  mind,  lest  what 
he  had  accumulated  should  be  too  soon  torn  from  him,  he  deferred  till  very  late  the 
duty  of  making  his  will.  And  even  this,  though  often  varied,  was  left  incomplete  at 
last ; as  it  was  pronounced  to  be  capable  of  conveying  and  disposing  of  only  his 
personal  property.  As  to  his  real  estate,  the  informality  of  his  will  rendered  it 
utterly  powerless  under  the  law  of  England  to  govern  its  disposition.  Of  this  he 
appears  to  some  extent  to  have  been  aware ; for  in  the  fifth  codicil1  he  expresses 
a hope  that  his  life  may  be  spared  until  he  can  have  his  will  fairly  copied  and 
properly  executed  according  to  the  statute.  He  had  often  spoken  to  Mr.  Keightley, 
his  attorney  and  conveyancer,  of  his  intention  to  make  his  will,  which  he  always 
designated  as  his  “ Grand  Affair ; ” but  he  never  gave  the  requisite  instructions  to 
Mr.  Keightley,  who  was  ignorant  till  after  Sir  Andrew’s  death  that  he  had  left 
any  testamentary  writings. 

I have  already  referred  in  general  terms  to  the  form  of  his  mind  in  regard  to 
charitable  disposition.  No  gifts  in  his  lifetime  are  traceable — possibly  he  did  good 
by  stealth  in  the  true  Christian  spirit  of  hiding  from  his  left  hand  what  his  right  hand 
did.  A sum  of  money  amounting  to  .£100,  with  interest  accumulated  at  three  per 
cent  per  annum  since  July,  176$,  is  still  registered  at  the  Bank  of  England  in  the 
joint  names  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  the  Rev.  Samuel  Grove.  Mr.  Grove  was  the 
Rector  of  East  Barnet,  in  the  County  of  Middlesex,  was  an  intimate  friend  of  Sir 
Andrew  Chadwick’s,  and  was  one  of  the  two  executors  named  in  his  will.  It  is  scarcely 
possible  to  conceive  that  the  present  direct  representatives  of  both  these  men  could 
now  be  discovered;  and  if  they  were,  they  would  experience  incalculable  difficulty  in 
becoming  possessed  of  the  goodly  sum  to  which  these  accumulations  have  now 
increased.  I incline  to  the  supposition  that  the  fund  was  a charitable  trust,2  but 


1 See  p.  56. 

4 There  is  reason  to  think  that  this  is  a lapsed  or 
overlooked  benefaction  of  the  parish  of  East  Barnet, 


being  the  fund  for  an  endowment,  the  subject  of  a 
bequest  by  Mrs.  Hester  Fuller,  a lady  who  lived  in 
that  parish,  and  died  there  in  1 754. 
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for  what  purpose  and  with  what  intent  I have  no  present  means  of  precisely 
ascertaining. 

Of  his  prudence  there  can  be  no  doubt.  He  lays  fair  claim  to  that  quality  as  the 
foundation  of  his  fortunes.  It  is  also  illustrated  by  his  having  insured  his  buildings 
against  fire  in  the  Westminster  Fire  Office.  This,  in  the  early  days  of  fire  insurance, 
indicates  beyond  question  the  qualities  of  foresight  and  prudence  here  attributed 
to  him. 

He  was  a strong  politician,  in  times  when  political  feeling  in  Great  Britain 
ran  very  high.  The  language  of  his  will,  and  of  several  of  his  codicils,  sometimes 
approaches  violence,  but  the  following  is  a moderate  extract.  It  forms  the  concluding 
clause  of  the  sixth  codicil,1  where  he  directs  that  the  residue  of  his  Estate  shall 
revert  “ to  Alexander  Scott  upon  condition  and  to  the  intent  that  he  never 
knuckles  or  cringes  or  becomes  the  Sycophantic  Tool  of  any  Imp  whatsoever  of 
abused  power  insolence  of  Office  and  nominal  greatness.  I did  intend  to  have 
countenanced  in  some  measure  Public  Charities  but  the  many  private  abuses  which 
have  lately  crept  in  among  them  like  many  other  things  have  rendered  them 
unworthy  of  the  notice  and  attention  of  the  well  disposed  for  the  Physical  Tribe 
must  be  in  the  fashion  and  are  all  of  a piece  with  their  Brothers  in  iniquity  the 
Parsons  the  Lawyers  Political  Conjurers  and  our  wise  (or  rather  overwise)  leaders  of 
this  strange  enlightened  age  who  mind  the  Loaves  and  Fishes  first  supposing 
that  the  health  of  the  Patient  must  follow  of  course  and  the  greater  the  Rogue  the 
Honester  the  Man  and  here  ends  my  grand  Affair  as  Witness  my  hand  this  I ith  day 
of  March  1768.” 

Much  of  Scott’s  influence  with  him  arose  from  similarity  of  political  views. 
Scott  was  a pamphleteer,  writing  chiefly  on  political  matters.  He  even  makes  the 
disposition  of  his  political  pamphlets  the  subject  of  a specific  bequest  in  his  will, 
which  was  executed  in  1802.  Only  one  of  these  pamphlets  is  to  be  found  in  the 
British  Museum  Library,  and  I know  of  none  elsewhere.  Sir  Andrew’s  political 
sympathies,  as  well  as  his  capricious  nature,  are  well  shown  by  his  bequest  of  .£1,000 
to  John  Wilkes,  the  notorious  demagogue.  This  strange  bequest  purports  to  be 
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made  as  a testimony  of  “ approbation  of  his  Public  Spirited  Conduct  in  defence  of  the 
rights  and  liberties  of  Subjects  in  opposition  to  a corrupt  wicked  and  profligate 
Administration.”  It  is  contained  in  the  third  codicil,  dated  February  26th,  1768.1 
This  third  codicil  was  in  fact  framed  solely  for  the  purpose  of  making  this  bequest, 
which  was  rescinded  in  the  fourth  codicil,2  written  March  3rd,  1768;  so  that  the 
political  fire  which,  when  at  full  heat,  devoted  .£1,000  to  its  idol  was  burnt  out  in 
less  than  a week. 

Sir  Andrew  must  have  been  to  some  extent  a courtly  person,  if  not  in  early 
middle  life,  yet  certainly  at  a later  period.  His  close  connection  with  the  court  as 
gentleman  pensioner  brought  him  into  habitual  contact  with  persons  of  superior 
carriage ; and  it  is  incredible  that  he  should  not  have  contracted  much  of  the  habit 
of  the  aristocratic  atmosphere  in  which  he  frequently  and  officially  moved. 

He  was  clearly  a person  of  some  humour.  There  is  evidence  that  his  intercourse 
with  Scott  partook  of  the  convivial  ; added  to  which  we  meet  with  odd  expressions 
and  humorous  remarks  even  in  his  will  and  codicils. 

In  religion  he  was  a Protestant ; but  how  far  real  religious  feeling  exercised  any 
influence  upon  him  there  is  extremely  little  evidence  on  which  to  form  a judgment. 

The  precise  extent  to  which  his  natural  bent  of  mind  and  propensities  were 
modified  by  education  is  not  ascertainable.  In  a previous  chapter  I have  discussed 
the  fact  of  his  education,  and  shown  by  the  existing  evidences  that  he  possessed  fair 
acquired  ability.  This  does  not  seem  to  have  extended,  however,  to  the  development 
and  cultivation  of  any  decided  literary  taste.  He  died  possessed  of  a library  containing 
some  450  volumes,  but  an  inspection  of  their  titles  does  not  reveal  the  presence  of 
mind  in  their  acquisition.  They  form  a singularly  heterogeneous  collection,  and 
this  characteristic  points  to  the  absence  of  any  special  line  of  study  or  unity  and 
consistency  of  thought  in  their  collector;  but  may  also  indicate  that  they  had  come 
into  his  possession  under  varying  circumstances  apart  from  his  own  volition.  It  is 
not  impossible  that  some  of  them  may  have  been  the  property  of  his  father-in-law, 
Richard  Humfrey,  and  if  so,  their  diversity  of  character  reflects  as  much  the 
undisciplined  mind  of  the  St.  Clement  Danes  apothecary  as  of  the  Westminster 
knight. 


' See  p.  53. 


2 See  p.  54. 
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Sir  Andrew  would  seem  to  have  possessed  some  degree  of  taste,  or  at  least 
a desire  to  surround  himself  with  works  of  beauty.  In  the  inventory  of  his  household 
possessions  are  many  pictures,  some  of  which,  purporting  to  be  copies  from  the  old 
masters,  may  be  judged  to  have  been  of  at  least  an  elevated  nature. 

I think  the  foregoing  observations  on  his  character  and  mental  formation  are 
sufficient  and  fair.  I have  sought  to  question  the  man  himself,  and  to  form  my 
conclusions  on  that  evidence.  In  so  doing  I have  endeavoured  to  balance  the 
testimony  judicially;  but  I am  driven  to  take  on  the  whole  an  unfavourable  view  of 
his  character  and  disposition. 


Sir  Andrew  Chadwick's  House,  12,  Broad  Street,  Golden  Square. 
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REAL  PROPERTY. 

The  materials  for  this  chapter  are  drawn  from  widely  different  sources.  The  chief 
are,  proceedings  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  1768-1771,  consisting  of  bills  of  complaint, 
answers,  affidavits,  and  reports ; the  close  rolls  in  Chancery  preserved  at  the  Public 
Record  Office,  containing  the  original  enrolments  of  purchase  and  sale;  the  court 
rolls  of  the  Manor  of  Accrington,  preserved  at  Clitheroe  Castle,  Lancashire ; the  rate 
books  of  the  parish  of  St.  James,  Westminster;  and  numerous  topographical  works 
and  maps  produced  in  the  middle  and  latter  part  of  the  eighteenth  century. 
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The  identification  of  the  properties  is  comparatively  easy  and  certain.  They  are 
so  clearly  and  fully  described  in  the  original  documents  that  in  the  case  of  town  plots 
the  exact  dimensions  in  feet  and  inches  are  recorded,  which  from  my  own  observation 
are  strictly  true  of  the  properties  to-day.  I have  even  been  able  to  locate  on  a large- 
scale  map  of  a few  streets  nearly  every  house  Sir  Andrew  died  possessed  of,  with  the 
name  of  the  tenant  at  his  decease.  A reduced  copy  of  the  map  illustrates  this  chapter. 

The  system  which  has  long  prevailed  of  naming  the  streets,  and  the  unvarying 
retention  of  the  same  names  through  long  periods  of  time,  are  very  favourable  to  the 
pursuit  of  enquiries  into  the  conditions  of  urban  properties  in  past  days.  Hence  to 
a diligent  reader  of  metropolitan  topography  a walk  in  London  streets  is  full  of 
refreshing  reminiscences  of  scenes,  persons,  and  events  long  since  changed,  passed 
away,  and  become  historical ; and  this  unchanging  character  of  our  street  names 
contributes  no  small  share  to  the  preservation  of  what  I may  be  permitted  to  term 
the  minor  history  of  the  English  people.  We  are  much  indebted  to  it  in  this  case. 
So  far  as  my  observations  have  gone,  not  a name  of  a street,  square,  or  even  court 
which  I have  met  with  in  early  documents  relating  to  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  has  been 
changed;  and  all  bear  on  the  Government  ordnance  maps  issued  yesterday  the  same 
titles  that  we  find  on  maps  of  a century  and  a half  ago. 

The  bulk  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick’s  landed  estate1  was  situate  in  the  neighbour- 
hood of  Golden  Square,  lying  to  the  rear  of  what  is  now  the  Pantheon,  in  Oxford  Street, 
and  only  a very  short  distance  removed  to  the  eastward  of  Regent  Street.  It  was 
chiefly  parcelled  out  of  the  larger  estate  of  Sir  Benjamin  Madox,  and  closely  adjoined 
the  spot  where,  shortly  before  the  supposed  date  of  the  birth  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick, 
the  victims2  of  the  Great  Plague  in  London  of  1665  had  been  buried.  The  district  at 
that  time  was  suburban.  Situated  within  the  confines  of  the  parish  of  St.  James, 
Westminster,  but  previously  in  the  parish  of  St.  Martin  in  the  Fields,  it  lay  in  the 
direction  of  Marylebone,  at  that  time  an  outlying  country  village. 


1 In  this  chapter  I use  the  term  “ landed  estate,”  not 
in  any  strictly  legal  sense,  but  simply  to  denote  pro- 
perty in  lands  and  houses,  by  whatever  tenure  held. 
In  the  succeeding  chapter  I shall  carefully  discrimi- 
nate as  to  which  of  these  passed  as  personal  property. 
Though  for  the  present  I treat  of  the  whole  of  the 

landed  and  house  property  together,  the  reader  will 


be  in  no  doubt  as  we  proceed  as  to  the  distinction 
between  real  and  personal  property,  or  into  which 
division  any  particular  portion  falls. 

2 Maitland’s  History  and  Survey  of  London,  1756, 
vol.  ij.  p.  1,338.  Macaulay’s  History  of  England, 
vol.  i.  p.  170. 
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Sir  Andrew  Chadwick’s  first  purchase  of  real  estate  was  made  on  the  last  day  of 
the  year  1717,1  and  the  outlay  was  £1,600.  That  purchase  included  several  pieces  or 
parcels  of  land,  with  the  buildings  thereon,  in  Berwick  Street,  Broad  Street,  Peter 
Street,  and  Wardour  Street.  The  purchase  comprised  the  houses  numbered  from  1 to 
10  inclusive  on  the  north  side  of  Broad  Street,  the  two  houses  immediately  adjoining 
in  Berwick  Street,  and  certain  tenements2  in  Wardour  Street  and  Peter  Street,  the 
identity  of  which  is  not  quite  clear.  The  bargain  and  sale  were  forthwith  enrolled  in 
Chancery,  and  vested  in  Samuel  Horsey3  as  a trustee  for  Sir  Andrew,  his  heirs  and 
assigns  for  ever,  all  the  documents  bearing  date  the  same  day.  The  importance  of 
the  trusts  created  in  this  and  other  cases  will  hereafter  appear.4 

The  next  purchase  was  dated  July  21,  1720,  whereby,  for  the  sum  of  £1,770,  he 
acquired  further  land  in  the  same  vicinity,  with  the  buildings  thereon,  situate  in 
Berwick  Street,  Hopkins  Street,5  Cock  Court,  and  the  Gravel  Pits,  thence  and  now 
called  New  Street.  This  purchase  was  in  like  manner  enrolled  in  Chancery,  and 
vested  in  Horsey  as  trustee.  This  property  is  the  compact  plot  bounded  by  the  four 
streets  and  courts  named,  and  now  forming  the  site  of  Messrs.  Huggins  and  Co.’s 
brewery. 

By  indentures  dated  18th  and  19th  January,  1729,  Sir  Andrew  bought  for  £120, 
from  the  representatives  of  Sir  Benjamin  Madox,  the  fee  simple  of  a plot  of  land, 
with  three  houses  thereon  and  their  gardens,  being  the  house  at  the  corner  of  Poland 
Street,  in  Broad  Street,  and  the  two  next  adjoining  houses  eastward  on  the  north  side 


1 This  and  the  succeeding  dates  of  purchase  are 
supplied  by  the  schedule  of  deeds  appended  to  Lady 
Chadwick’s  answer  sworn  August  4th,  and  filed 
August  5th,  1768,  in  the  suit,  “Scott  v.  Chadwick.” 
Public  Record  Office  : Chancery  Bills  and  Answers. 
Reynardson,  1758-1800.  Roll  No.  2,079.  See 
Appendix  A. 

2 See  writ  of  ejectment,  Queen’s  Bench,  Chad- 
wich  v.  Barnett,  July  21st,  1861. 

8 He  was  commonly  called  Colonel  Horsey.  He 
was  governor  of  the  York  Buildings  Water  Com- 
pany. He  died  in  1780. 

4 See  p.  79. 

6 Hopkins  Street  was  so  named  from  one  John 
Hopkins  (commonly  called  from  his  avarice  Vulture 


Hopkins),  a well-known  character  of  the  last  century. 
He  was  originally  a packer ; then  kept  a coffee  house 
at  Charing  Cross.  He  subsequently  entered  on  a 
career  of  speculation  in  stocks,  shares,  and  the  pur- 
chase of  seamen’s  tickets.  On  one  occasion  he  had 
bound  himself  to  deliver  to  the  Duke  of  Portland 
such  an  amount  of  stocks  as  he  was  utterly  unable  to 
obtain  in  consequence  of  a sudden  adverse  turn  in 
the  market ; and  he  was  only  saved  from  ruin  by  his 
grace’s  forbearance.  This  proved  the  great  event  of 
his  life,  and  he  amassed  a fortune  of  ,£300,000.  A 
copy  of  his  will,  dated  1729,  proved  in  1732,  is 
printed  in  the  “ Universal  Spectator,”  January  10th, 
1732.  A copy  also  appears  with  additional  par- 
ticulars in  Harleian  MS.,  No.  6,835,  P-  1 83. 
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of  Broad  Street,  being  numbers  1 1,  12,  and  13,  Broad  Street.  The  indenture  of 

bargain  and  sale  was  enrolled  in  Chancery  on  the  19th  of  June  following;  and  by 

further  indentures  dated  24th  and  25th  June,  1729,  this  property  was  enfranchised  in 
consideration  of  two  fines  of  £400  and  ,£200,  and  vested  in  Samuel  Horsey  as  a 
trustee.  This  was  the  last  purchase  of  freehold  property  made  by  Sir  Andrew  in  the 
Broad  Street  neighbourhood;  and  it  is  noteworthy  that  it  was  in  the  centre  one  of 
these  three  houses  that  he  subsequently  resided,  and  wherein  he  died  nearly  forty 
years  after  the  completion  of  this  purchase. 

On  the  25th  day  of  August,  1729,  Sir  Andrew  purchased  for  the  sum  of 

£"550  a perpetual  annuity  or  rent  charge  of  £20  per  annum  issuing  out  of  the 

“ Coach  and  Horses  ” and  adjoining  tenements  in  Poland  Street  and  Great 
Marlborough  Street,  and  from  other  properties  in  Broad  Street.  This  annuity 
or  rent  charge  was  conveyed  to  William  Compton,1  in  trust  for  Sir  Andrew 
Chadwick  and  his  heirs  for  ever. 

For  his  next  purchase  Sir  Andrew  went  further  afield  ; for  by  deeds  dated  17th 
and  1 8th  of  October,  1739,  he  purchased  for  £315  the  fee  simple  of  a farm,  farmhouse, 
and  three  cottages  at  Brafield  and  Cogenhoe,  in  the  county  of  Northampton. 

Two  years  afterwards,  that  is  on  the  16th  and  17th  of  October,  1741,  he  added  to 
his 4 Northamptonshire  property,  at  a cost  of  £237,  a cottage  and  eleven  acres  and 
three  roods  of  land  at  Brafield.  No  mention  is  made  of  any  conveyance  of  these 
Northamptonshire  properties  to  any  trustee. 

The  whole  of  the  properties  thus  far  enumerated  were  freehold. 

For  clearness  I have  mentioned  the  freehold  properties  in  the  order  of  their 
acquisition  ; but  in  the  year  1726,  in  succession  to  and  as  heir  of  his  father,  Sir 
Andrew  became  possessed  of  the  copyhold2  inheritance  of  Carter  Place,  Haslingden, 
with  its  fifteen  acres  of  land  and  two  acres  of  common,  in  Lancashire,  to  be  held  by 
him,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor  of 
Accrington. 


1 William  Compton  was  probably  a connexion  of 
the  family  of  the  Marquis  of  Northampton.  He 
appears  to  have  been  a highly  respectable  man. 
There  is  little  to  be  learnt  about  him  ; but  it  is  re- 

markable that,  after  being  the  recipient  of  several 


trusts  for  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick,  he  braved  the  risk 
indicated  in  Sir  Andrew’s  fifth  codicil  by  marrying 
Mrs.  Caroline  Glover  as  her  second  husband. 

2 See  copy  of  Court  Roll  (Appendix  N)  and  Sec- 
retary’s Report,  post, 
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The  further  properties  now  to  be  particularised  were  for  the  most  part  leasehold, 
but  some  portions  were  subsequently  enfranchised. 

In  Lady  Chadwick’s  affidavit  in  Chancery,  August  5th,  1768,  they  are  described  as 
leasehold,  and  supposed  to  be  personal  property;  but  in  the  Close  Rolls1  preserved  in 
the  Public  Record  Office,  where  the  original  bargains  of  purchase  and  sale  were 
enrolled,  all  those  of  which  we  have  particulars  of  purchase  are  declared  to  have  been 
enfranchised  and  also  placed  in  trust. 

The  following  are  the  details: — 

On  the  17th  August,  1731,  Sir  Andrew  acquired  for  ^150  the  lease  of  a plot  of 
ground  with  six  houses  thereon  on  the  south  side  of  Broad  Street,  opposite  to  that  in 
which  he  dwelt.  In  consideration  of  two  subsequent  payments  of  £50  and  £80  this 
lease  was  first  extended  for  a further  term  of  about  50  years,  and  then  enfranchised, 
and  conveyed  to  Samuel  Horsey  as  trustee  for  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  for  ever.  These  six  houses  are  numbered  from  41  to  45,  Broad  Street,  and 
No.  6,  Cambridge  Street,  and  they  form  part  and  parcel  of  the  eleven  houses  conveyed 
to  John  Chadwick,  of  Westleigh,  in  1842.2 

Two  years  later,  that  is  by  deeds  bearing  date  the  8th  and  9th  days  of  August, 
1 733,  a further  purchase  of  leasehold  interest  was  made;  in  this  case  comprising  a 
plot  of  land,  three  houses,  and  a passage  in  Poland  Street,  lying  at  right  angles  totte 
residence  of  Sir  Andrew,  and  in  fact  in  a sense  to  the  rear  of  it.  The  original  transfer 
of  the  lease  was  for  a sum  of  £100 ; but  by  two  subsequent  payments  amounting  to 
,£240,  made  November  1st,  1733,  the  property  was  converted  from  leasehold  to  freehold, 
and  vested  in  William  Compton  as  perpetual  trustee  for  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick.  This 
formed  the  second  portion  of  the  property  afterwards  conveyed  to  John  Chadwick,  of 
Westleigh.  The  three  houses  are  numbered  1,  2,  and  3 on  the  east  side  of  Poland 
Street,  next  Broad  Street. 

On  the  2nd  day  of  March,  1734,  an  adjoining  plot  in  Poland  Street,  with  two 
houses,  was  secured,  the  consideration  for  the  transfer  of  the  leasehold  interest  being 
£80 ; and,  as  with  the  previous  bargain,  extension  of  lease  and  enfranchisement  were 


1 Public  Record  Office  : Close  Rolls,  1730.  Part  B. 

No.  2a — 21. 


2 See  Appendices  C and  E. 
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successively  effected  for  payments  of  two  sums  of  £40  each,  and  this  property  in  a 
similar  manner  was  conveyed  to  William  Compton  on  the  like  trust.  These  houses 
were  numbers  4 and  5,  on  the  east  side  of  Poland  Street,  next  Broad  Street.  Mrs. 
Glover1  was  tenant  of  No.  4,  and  Francis  Hanrott2  of  No.  5.  This  property  formed 
the  third  and  remaining  portion  of  the  properties  comprising  eleven  houses,  which 
Joseph  Woodcock,  by  authority  of  an  order  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  July  5th, 
1842,  conveyed  to  John  Chadwick,  of  Westleigh. 

The  foregoing  is  a complete  enumeration  of  the  properties  acquired  by  Sir 
Andrew  Chadwick,  the  dates  and  particulars  of  the  title  deeds  to  which  are  on 
record.  The  total  purchase  money  for  freeholds,  leaseholds,  enfranchisements,  and 
trusts,  was  £5,972. 

The  executors’  accounts,  however,  rendered  to  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  set 
forth  in  full  detail  in  the  report  of  Master  Pechell,  dated  February  19th,  1776,  already 
several  times  referred  to  in  these  chapters,  corroborated  generally,  but  with  some 
variations,  by  a writ3 4  of  ejectment  in  the  Court  of  Queen’s  Bench  in  1861,  show  that 
at  his  death  Sir  Andrew  owned,  in  addition  to  the  tenements  above-mentioned,  other 
properties  of  a freehold  tenure  in  Berwick  Street  (five  houses  and  the  site  of  a 
chapel),  Peter  Street  (five  houses),  and  Wardour  Street  (two  houses). 

The  total  number  of  tenements  in  his  possession  in  the  Golden  Square  district 
of  London  at  death  was  fifty-three. 

Sarah  Law,  the  next  of  kin,  established  her  right  to  the  freeholds  and  took 
possession  shortly  after  Sir  Andrew’s  death,  and  it  was  not  till  1841  that  a claimant 
professing  a superior  title  appeared.  In  the  intervening  period,  some  of  the  properties 
had  been  sold  for  good  and  valuable  consideration. 

The  effect  of  the  trusts1  created  by  Sir  Andrew,  in  the  case  of  several  of  the 
more  important  properties  mentioned  in  this  chapter,  appears  to  have  been  that  such 


1 See  p.  52. 

2 See  p.  59. 

3 Queen’s  Bench  : Chadwick  v.  Barnett.  Writ  of 
ejectment,  July  21st,  1861;  judgment  signed  October 
1st,  1861. 

4 The  Acts  of  Parliament  successfully  relied  on  for 
the  preservation  of  these  trusts,  and  consequently  the 


protection  of  latent  claims  from  extinction,  were  : — 
1 William  IV.,  cap.  60,  and  4 and  5 William  IV., 
cap.  23.  Both  these  acts  were  amended  by  1 and  2 
Viet.,  cap.  69  ; and  all  three  were  consolidated  in 
the  13  and  14  Viet.,  cap.  55  (Trustees  Act,  1850), 
and  in  15  and  16  Viet.,  cap,  55  (Trustees  Extension 
Act,  1852). 
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portions  of  the  real  estate  of  which  he  had  bought  the  reversion  in  fee  simple 
expectant  upon  the  determination  of  the  then  subsisting  leasehold  terms,  and  had 
conveyed  in  his  own  lifetime  to  Samuel  Horsey  and  William  Compton,  and  their 
heirs  in  trust  for  him,  remained  vested  in  them  on  his  deceg.se,  by  which  they  and 
their  heirs  stood  entitled  to  an  equitable  estate  of  inheritance  therein  in  fee  simple  in 
reversion  to  await  the  appearance  of  an  heir-at-law.  Such  an  heir-at-law  appeared 
in  1841  in  the  person  of  John  Chadwick,  of  Westleigh,  in  the  County  of  Lancaster, 
who,  having  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  (though  there  is 
grave  reason  to  believe  incorrectly)  that  he  stood  in  that  relation  to  Sir  Andrew,  and 
that  no  other  person  had  preferred  a better  title  to  the  trust  properties,  obtained  a 
decree  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  1842  that  the  heirs  and  representatives  of  Horsey 
and  Compton  should  convey  to  him  such  properties  as  were  comprised  in  their 
respective  trusts  ; and  that  the  Master  in  Chancery  should  institute  an  enquiry  as  to 
who  were  the  then  surviving  heirs  and  representatives  of  Horsey  and  Compton. 
The  Master  reported  on  the  2nd  day  of  June,  1842,  that  no  heirs  or  representatives 
of  Horsey  and  Compton  could  be  found  ; whereupon  the  Court  made  a further 
decree  on  the  5th  July,  1842,  that  Mr.  Joseph  Woodcock,  solicitor,  of  Lincoln’s  Inn 
Fields,  should,  by  and  under  the  authority  of  the  Court,  convey  the  said  properties 
to  John  Chadwick,  which  was  accordingly  done.  Thus  the  trusts  preserved  what, 
in  the  then  state  of  English  law,  an  adverse  and  undisputed  possession  for  a few 
years,  would  otherwise  have  created  for  the  holders  an  indefeasible  right  to  the 
properties. 

Thirty-eight  years  have  elapsed  since  certain  of  the  trusts  were  cancelled. 
The  law  of  England1  now  allows  a title  of  twelve  years  to  be  indisputable.  John 
Chadwick’s  possession  would,  therefore,  appear  secure  unless  fraud  in  its  acquisition 
could  be  proved. 

An  enumeration  of  the  several  properties  placed  in  trust  shows  that  in  Samuel 
Horsey,  as  trustee,  were  vested  the  following  properties:  (i.)  The  freehold  houses 
1 — 10  inclusive  in  Broad  Street,  the  two  adjoining  houses  in  Berwick  Street,  and  the 
undefined  houses  in  Peter  Street  and  Wardour  Street.  (ij.)  The  nearly  square 
freehold  plot  on  which  the  Golden  Square  Brewery  now  stands,  (iij.)  The  three 


By  the  Real  Property  Limitation  Act,  1874,  which  came  into  operation  January  1st,  1879. 
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freehold  houses,  u — 13,  Broad  Street,  (iv.)  The  six  leasehold  houses,  41 — 45,  Broad 
Street,  and  6,  Cambridge  Street. 

The  properties  vested  in  William  Compton,  as  trustee,  comprised : (v.)  The  rent 
charge  of  £ 20  per  annum  on  the  premises  in  Poland  Street,  Great  Marlborough 
Street,  and  Broad  Street,  (vj.)  The  three  leasehold  houses,  being  the  first,  second, 
and  third,  on  the  east  side  of  Poland  Street,  (vij.)  The  two  leasehold  houses  adjoining 
the  last,  being  the  fourth  and  fifth  houses  in  Poland  Street. 

It  is  somewhat  remarkable  that  the  partially  successful  proceedings  of  1841  and 
1842  should  only  have  resulted  in  the  claimant  acquiring  possession  of  the  com- 
paratively small  portions  of  leasehold  property,  comprising  in  the  whole  eleven  houses, 
being  those  vested  in  Horsey  (iv.),  and  Compton  (vj.)  and  (vij.)  An  attempt  was 
made  to  extend  the  claim  to  the  extremely  valuable  freehold  plot  on  which  the 
Golden  Square  Brewery  stands,  and  a suit  in  Chancery  (Chadwick  v.  Broadwood) 
against  the  then  occupiers  was  commenced;  but  it  was  never  carried  to  a successful 
issue.  It  has  been  stated  that  the  “heir  at  law”  was  conscious  of  the  fatal  defect  in 
his  own  line  of  descent,  and  that  this  coming  also  to  the  knowledge  of  the  defendants, 
they  resisted  the  demand,  which  he  had  not  the  courage  to  prosecute. 

Of  the  properties  not  conveyed  to  trustees  it  was  decreed  by  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  April  30th,  1771,  that  the  leaseholds  were  terms  in  gross,  and  a part  of  the 
testator’s  personal  estate.  The  effect  of  this  decree  was  to  give  Scott  much  of  the 
leasehold  property  on  the  death  of  Lady  Chadwick;  and  in  Scott’s  will,  dated  1802, 
this  forms  the  only  house  property  disposed  of. 

The  circumstances  attendant  on  the  death  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick,  and  the 
legal  contests  arising  out  of  his  alleged  intestacy,  begat  an  early  attempt  to  secure 
possession  of  his  real  estate  by  fraud.  Two  men,  named  Edward  Birch  and  Matthew 
Martin,1  forged  a will  purporting  to  have  been  made  by  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  in  1764. 


1 Edward  Birch  was  born  in  the  county  of  Hereford, 
of  very  respectable  parents,  who  gave  him  a good 
education ; and  at  one  time  he  was  a lieutenant  in 
the  militia.  In  1766  he  went  to  London,  and  be- 
came acquainted  with  a Mr.  Cobb,  who  had  invented 
a machine  for  catching  fish  in  great  numbers.  He 
projected  a plan  in  conjunction  with  this  for  bringing 
G 


a supply  of  fish  from  South  Wales  to  the  Metropolis 
by  land  carriage.  The  project  failed,  and  Birch  was 
bankrupt,  and  thenceforth  strove  to  “ live  by  his 
wits.”  Matthew  Martin  was  originally  a stable  boy, 
but  contrived  to  save  sufficient  money  to  bind  himself 
apprentice  to  a watch-movement  maker,  and  became 
afterwards  a man  of  some  consequence  in  his  line  of 
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They  were  tried  for  this  crime  at  the  Old  Bailey,  in  the  City  of  London,  on  the  17th 
September,  1771  ; and  in  John  Henry  Fenoulhet’s  executorship  accounts,  rendered  to 
and  approved  by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  appears  a charge  of  4s.  6d.  for  coach  hire  for 
witnesses  attending  on  the  trial.  Mr.  Whatman,  a paper  maker,  proved  that  the  paper 
on  which  the  forged  will  was  written  had  been  made  in  1768.  Both  men  were 


business,  and  was  reputed  to  display  much  ingenuity. 
He  was  afterwards  suspected  of  connexion  with  a band 
of  coiners,  and  thereby  sustained  injury  in  his  trade. 
He  accumulated  savings  to  the  amount  of  about 
TTj.ooo,  and  gave  all  his  family,  consisting  of  one 
son  and  four  daughters,  a good  education  in  France 
and  England.  His  becoming  acquainted  with  Birch 
led  to  his  ruin.  It  was  a matter  of  notoriety  that 
Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  had  died  in  1768,  and  that 
much  doubt  and  contention  surrounded  the  disposal 
of  his  property.  He  was  reputed  to  have  been  fond 
of  drafting  wills,  but  not  of  signing  them  ; and  a 
woman  with  whom  Birch  was  acquainted  having 
found  one  of  these  drafts  in  an  old  trunk,  showed  it 
to  Birch,  who  concluded  that  he  could  turn  it  to 
his  own  advantage.  He  accordingly  made  all  the 
inquiry  he  could  ; and,  hearing  of  some  supposed 
relations  of  Sir  Andrew’s  in  Ireland,  determined  to 
follow  the  clue.  It  was  at  this  juncture  that  he 
communicated  his  plot  to  Martin,  who  agreed  to 
advance  money  to  Birch  to  visit  Ireland,  and  find 
out,  if  possible,  the  names  and  circumstances  of  the 
supposed  near  relatives  there.  He  went,  and,  with 
the  knowledge  thus  acquired,  he  drew  up  a new  will 
in  the  name  of  Sir  Andrew,  and  dated  it  1764, 
purporting  to  give  all  his  property  to  the  reputed 
Irish  relations.  Birch  and  Martin  then  consulted  an 
attorney  ; and  a suit  was  commenced  in  the  names  of 
some  of  the  alleged  kinsmen  against  the  parties  in 
possession.  As  some  genuine  drafts  of  wills  dated 
subsequent  to  1764  had  been  discovered,  strong 
suspicions  were  aroused,  the  action  was  stopped,  and 
a criminal  ch  arge  brought  against  Birch  and  Martin, 
who  were  arraigned  for  forgery  before  Sir  John 
Fielding,  at  the  Old  Bailey,  September  17th,  1771. 
The  trial  came  on  at  half-past  nine  in  the  morning,  and 
the  hearing  lasted  till  midnight,  and  the  verdict  was 
not  given  till  two  next  morning — a period  of  nearly 
fifteen  hours  having  thus  been  absorbed  in  it.  One 
cause  of  the  length  of  the  trial  was  a vain  search  for 
the  forged  will,  which  had  been  mislaid.  It  had  been 
handed  about  to  various  persons  in  court,  and  after  a 


long  delay  was  found  on  the  floor.  The  account 
which  Birch  gave  of  the  will  was  extremely  plausible, 
and  there  had  been  strong  doubts  whether  the  guilt 
of  himself  and  his  accomplice  could  be  legally  proved. 
So  much  doubt  had  surrounded  them,  however,  that 
bail,  though  offered,  had  been  refused ; and  they 
awaited  in  Newgate  the  day  of  trial.  In  the  mean- 
time one  of  the  most  extraordinary  discoveries  had 
been  made  that  ever  ensured  the  proof  of  a felon’s 
guilt.  Mr.  Whatman,  a paper  maker  from  Maidstone, 
probably  an  ancestor  of  the  famous  paper  makers  of 
that  name,  being  in  company  in  London  with  an 
attorney  engaged  for  the  prosecution,  desired  to 
look  at  the  alleged  spurious  will.  No  sooner  had 
he  seen  it  than  he  declared  that  the  paper  upon  which 
it  was  written  had  been  made  by  himself  in  1768, 
the  mark  upon  it  being  one  of  his  own  invention 
and  first  used  in  that  year — four  years  subsequent 
to  the  alleged  date  of  the  will.  A variety  of  trifling 
circumstances,  all  quite  insufficient  in  themselves  to 
prove  guilt,  was  quite  consistent  with  this  statement 
when  made  on  oath  in  court.  Birch  cross-examined 
the  witnesses  with  great  skill  and  ability  ; but  a ver- 
dict of  guilty  was  found  against  both  prisoners.  On 
the  last  day  of  the  sessions,  counsel,  on  their  behalf, 
moved  for  stay  of  judgment,  pending  the  argument  of 
a point  of  law  which  had  been  raised.  This  was 
granted,  and  the  appeal  was  heard  in  Sergeants’  Inn 
Hall,  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1771,  before  nine  judges, 
but  the  point  raised  was  decided  against  them,  and 
execution  ordered  to  follow.  Their  behaviour  after 
sentence  was  marked  by  strong  signs  of  penitence, 
and  their  whole  manner  was  changed.  Martin,  who 
had  been  led  into  it  by  the  other,  seems  to  have  acted 
from  motives  of  avarice;  but  Birch  was  in  desperate 
circumstances.  They  were  hanged  at  Tyburn  on 
Thursday,  January  2nd,  1772.  (“Newgate  Calendar,” 
vol.  v.  p.  305.  “London  Evening  Post,”  Sept.  19th 
and  24th,  1771.  “Public  Advertiser,”  Sept.  19th, 
1771.  “Gazetteer  and  New  Daily  Advertiser,”  Sept. 
18 — 25,  1771.  “Annual  Register,”  1 771,  pp.  143 
and  162). 
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convicted  and  sentenced  to  death.  After  an  unsuccessful  appeal  they  were  hanged 
at  Tyburn,  January  2nd,  1772. 

The  romance  attending  an  urban  estate,  popularly  supposed  to  have  no  owner, 
was  not  likely  to  have  a tendency  to  diminish  its  reputed  extent  and  value  in  times 
when  information  was  not  readily  gained,  when  locomotion  was  a costly  luxury,  and 
knowledge  scant.  Accordingly  schedules  of  property  of  portentous  size  in  time 
appeared.  With  a substratum  of  traditional  information,  aided  by  an  imaginative 
mind,  some  person  drew  up  and  circulated  among  the  Chadwicks  of  Lancashire  a 
formidable  list  of  properties  represented  as  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick’s,  a copy  of  which 
is  in  my  possession.  In  this  absurd  list  the  modest  53  houses  in  the  Broad  Street 
and  Golden  Square  district  become  977,  or  in  some  versions  1009,  in  number, 
comprising  an  entire  quarter  in  one  of  the  richest  and  most  fashionable  portions 
of  the  metropolis — that  around  the  Regent  Circus  ; and  the  moderate  farm 
properties  in  Northamptonshire  and  at  Carter  Place  are  expanded  into  freehold 
estates  in  Kensington,  Islington,  St.  Pancras,  and  St.  Anne’s  parishes  in  London, 
and  broad  acres  around  Lancaster  Castle  and  in  Essex.  I need  scarcely  add  that 
this  is  gross  inflation,  entirely  unsupported  by  evidence,  and  completely  beyond 
the  facts. 

Another  wild  rhapsodist  has  further  bestowed  on  him  princely  posthumous 
endowments,  including  the  entire  manor  of  Hampstead,  the  forfeited  estates  of 
the  Earl  of  Derwentwater,1  a large  portion  of  every  parish  around  London,  and  many 
square  miles  in  County  Wicklow,  with  rich  soil  above  and  gold  mines  beneath. 

But  it  is  in  the  soil  of  the  United  States  (until  recent  days  at  a safe  distance 
for  crediting  baseless  fabrications,  but  now  closer  to  the  repositories  of  information 
than  a northern  English  county  was  half  a century  ago)  that  imagination  has  sown 
these  myths,  and  vain  hope  has  watered  their  growth  to  preposterous  dimensions.  It 
was  only  needed  to  pile  on  the  entire  estates  of  the  Duke  of  Bridgewater,  and  one-third 
of  the  New  River  Company’s  property  to  attain  the  climax  of  expectant  absurdity.2 


1 The  matter  is  almost  unworthy  of  serious  contra  - 

diction ; but,  as  every  student  of  history  knows,  the 
Derwentwater  estates  were  given  by  Parliament  as  an 
endowment  for  Greenwich  Hospital. 


2 See  “Philadelphia  News,”  September  5,  1878, 
and  other  Philadelphia  journals  quoted  in  “Ashton 
Reporter,”  October  12th,  1878. 
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And  this  was  done.  Strange  to  say,  those  who  appear  most  confidently  to  rely  upon 
the  soundness  of  these  gigantic  statements,  repose  also  under  the  erroneous  belief  that 
they  alone  are  the  true  descendants;  and  have  uniformly  refused  not  only  to  impart  to 
others  in  America  or  England  any  information  from  their  supposed  stores  (except  as 
the  foundation  of  resounding  and  sensational  newspaper  paragraphs),  but  have  also 
declined  to  join  either  with  their  own  countrymen  or  with  individuals  in  Great 
Britain,  in  a rigorous  and  exhaustive  examination  of  historic  facts.  It  is  perfectly 
certain  that  in  their  chosen  isolation  they  will  henceforth  remain:  its  cherished 
exclusiveness  is  the  only  reward  they  can  hope  to  realise. 

Though  the  value  of  the  real  estate  left  by  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  was  much  greater 
at  his  death  than  when  he  purchased  it  at  periods  averaging  35  years  before,  that  was 
far  less  than  the  enormous  increase  in  value  in  the  113  years  since  elapsed.  The 
property  lies  in  what  is  now  one  of  the  least  known,  though  very  densely  populated, 
districts  of  London — a locality  which  Charles  Dickens  observed1  “ does  not  exactly  lie 
in  anybody’s  way  to  or  from  anywhere.”  The  houses  wear  a neglected  look,  and  are 
nearly  all  occupied  by  a plurality  of  tenants,  living  each  in  one  or  a few  rooms. 


1 Nicholas  Nickleby,  chap.  ij. 
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PERSONAL  PROPERTY. 

Though  the  previous  chapter  essayed  to  discuss  the  real  property  of  Sir  Andrew 
Chadwick,  it  became  apparent  in  its  course  that  some  of  his  leasehold  possessions 
were,  in  the  eye  of  the  law,1  accounted  personal  property,  and  therefore  perfectly 
capable  of  being  conveyed  by  his  informal  will ; whereas  the  freehold,  copyhold, 
and  trust  leasehold  properties  were  held  to  form  an  intestate  estate  to  await  the 
appearance  of  an  heir-at-law. 

The  present  chapter  is  devoted  to  the  consideration  of  the  purely  personal 
property,  as  distinguished  from  investments  in  land  and  houses  by  whatever  tenure 
held. 

It  has  already  been  mentioned  in  a former  chapter  that  the  amount  of  cash,  or 
its  equivalent  in  the  form  of  bank  bills,  found  concealed  in  his  house  at  death, 
amounted  to  .£3,219.  17s.  6d.,2  exclusive  of  considerable  further  sums  belonging  to 
Lady  Chadwick,  and  to  which  she  established  her  individual  and  private  claims. 
Sir  Andrew  does  not  appear  to  have  left  his  funds  with  a banker  after  the  modern 
manner,  though  he  was  on  intimate  terms,  as  we  shall  presently  see,  with  the  banking 
house  of  Child  and  Co.,  who  then,  as  now,  carried  on  business  at  Temple  Bar.  But  a 
banker  a century  and  a half  ago  was  more  of  a trader  in  the  precious  metals  than  a 
custodian  of  bullion  or  a discounter  of  bills.  The  house  of  Child  and  Co.  is  acknow- 
ledged the  oldest  of  the  banking  houses  of  the  Metropolis,  and  the  clearest  successor 
of  the  goldsmiths’  trade  from  which  it  sprung.  The  house  was  known  as  “ The 
Marygold,”3  and  the  original  sign  carved  in  oak,  which  was  formerly  displayed  over 


'Judgment  in  Chancery,  April  30th,  1771. 

2 See  p.  43, 

3 “ Temple  Bar,  or  some  account  of  ‘Ye  Marygold,’ 


No.  1,  Fleet  Street,  by  F.  G.  H.  Price.  Published 
by  the  London  and  Middlesex  Archaeological  Society, 

1875.” 
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the  street  door,  has  since  been  preserved  in  the  front  counting-house,  which,  till  the 
buildings  were  taken  down  a few  months  ago  for  re-edification,  was  still  called  “The 
Shop.” 

Here  Sir  Andrew  kept  in  safe  custody  some  of  his  plate  but  no  coin. 

Of  wealth  invested  in  the  public  funds  we  have  the  records  in  Lady  Chadwick’s 
affidavit  of  August  5th,  1768 — already  many  times  referred  to — in  the  executors’ 
accounts,  and  in  the  general  report  of  Master  Pechell  to  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
dated  February  19th,  1776. 

These  stocks  or  funds  were  the  following: — Four  long  annuities  of  £31,  £10, 
£20,  and  £50  per  annum  respectively.  (These  were  sold  shortly  after  his  death  at  an 
average  of  about  17%  years’  purchase.)  His  investments  in  the  English  funds  consisted 
of  £2,000  Bank  of  England  4 per  cent  consols,  £2,000  of  3 per  cent  consols,  ,£5,000 
of  South  Sea  Stock,  and  .£10,000  of  New  South  Sea  Annuities.  Total  £19,000. 

His  interest  in  the  York  Buildings  Water  Company  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  a happy  investment.  In  1735,  when  his  friend  Samuel  Horsey  (then  called 
Colonel  Horsey)  was  governor  (i.e.  president),  Sir  Andrew  is  registered  as  possessing 
£2,000  of  the  stock  of  the  Company,  the  total  capital  being  £1,259,575.  Shortly 
after  that  date  serious  litigation  arose  in  the  affairs  of  the  Company,  in  which  Sir 
Andrew  Chadwick’s  name  appears  somewhat  conspicuously  as  a plaintiff,  or,  as  the 
term  was  applied  in  the  Scotch  suits  chiefly  concerned,  pursuer.  The  precise  nature 
of  the  litigation  is  not  readily  discoverable;  but  the  fact  remains  that  at  his  death  Sir 
Andrew  stood  recorded  as  entitled  (when  he  could  get  it)  to  a sum  of  £691.  19s.  4d. 
with  interest  at  5 per  cent  till  payment,  by  virtue  of  a decree  of  the  Court  of  Session 
in  Scotland  made  August  11,  1764. 

The  York  Buildings  Water  Company1  was  among  the  first  water  companies 


1 The  York  Buildings  Water  Company,  though 
originally  incorporated  for  the  purposes  of  water 
supply,  underwent  a complete  transformation  in  1719, 
when  its  works  were  sold  to  a few  individuals,  and 
the  Company  itself  embarked  in  speculations  of  a 
wholly  different  character.  Its  capital  was  increased 
by  the  sum  of  £1,200,000  for  purchasing  the  forfeited 
estates  of  partisans  of  the  Pretender  after  the  rising 
of  1715,  and  for  granting  annuities  and  insuring 
lives.  (Many  particulars  relating  to  this  Corporation 


are  given  in  “The  Gentleman’s  Magazine,”  1783, 
part  2,  p.  709;  and  in  the  “Grub  Street  Journal” 
for  October  17th  to  November  7th,  1734-  Special 
reports  on  the  Company’s  affairs,  abounding  with 
information  regarding  it  were  presented  to  the  House 
of  Commons,  May  9th,  1733;  April  15th,  1 735  » 
and  May  2nd,  1735.  See  also  full  copy  of  decree 
in  the  cause  “Huggins  v.  York  Buildings  Water 
Company, ’’October 24th,  1740.  Public  Record  Office, 
Chancery  Decrees,  A 1740,  p.  130.) 
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established  in  England.  It  was  incorporated  by  Act  of  Parliament  in  1691,  to  supply 
water  from  the  Thames  to  the  neighbourhood  of  the  Strand.  The  New  River 
Company  was  a distinct  undertaking  intended  for  the  supply  of  the  northern  and 
central  parts  of  London.  Confusion  seems  to  have  arisen  in  the  minds  of  some  who 
have  in  bygone  years  stated  Sir  Andrew  to  have  held  largely  in  the  New  River 
Company — perhaps  the  most  lucrative  and  successful  of  all  examples  of  joint  stock 
enterprise  in  England.  A search  of  the  records  and  registers  of  the  New  River 
Company  reveals  no  trace  of  the  name  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick.  As  a fact  he  never 
held  a share  in  it.1 

In  the  earlier  days  of  the  litigation  with  Scott  the  sum  of  .£8,400  of  the  before 
mentioned  stocks  was  ordered  by  the  court  to  be  transferred  by  the  executors  into 
the  name  of  the  Accountant  General  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  to  answer  the  several 
legacies  and  annuities  named  in  the  will  and  codicils,  and  to  cover  the  costs  of  the 
suit.  Further  sums  were  subsequently  transferred  in  the  same  manner,  out  of  which 
the  legacies  and  costs  were  ultimately  paid.2 

The  total  declared  value  of  his  household  furniture  was  £ 246 . 3s.  6d. ; of  his 
pictures,  .£134.  1 8s.  od.  ; of  his  plate,  ,£659,  15s.  od. ; and  of  the  contents  of  his  wine 
cellar,  £"24.  12s.  od. 

A considerable  amount  of  valuable  jewellery  in  the  house  was  claimed  by  and 
allowed  to  Lady  Chadwick  as  her  personal  property. 

The  inventory  of  the  household  furniture,  ample  in  extent,  reveals  some  curious 
facts.  Much  of  it  conveys  a sense  of  substantial  nature  ; but  there  is  also  what 
induces  a feeling  of  its  heterogeneous  character  as  if  it  had,  like  the  library,  been  the 
result  of  fortuitous  and  not  very  careful  collection.  On  the  presence  of  many 
birdcages  I have  already  remarked.  Harmonic  friends  may  be  interested  to  know 
that  only  one  musical  instrument  appears  in  the  list — a violoncello ; but  as  that  is 
included  among  the  contents  of  the  stable  and  coach-house,  it  may  be  readily 
supposed  that  it  was  bereft  of  strings,  and  that  its  possessor  was  not  a musical 


1 The  following  letter  addressed  to  me  is  conclusive 

on  this  point: — “New  River  Office,  E.C..  30th 
October,  1878.  Dear  Sir, — On  receipt  of  your  letter 
this  morning  I myself  referred  to  the  books  of  1750 


to  1790,  but  failed  to  find  the  name  of  Sir  Andrew 
Chadwick. — Yours  faithfully,  Jas.  Searle,  Assis- 
tant Secretary.” 

1 See  p.  96. 
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person.  The  parsimonious  character  already  ascribed  to  the  knight  is  illustrated  by 
an  item  among  the  contents  of  the  back  garret,  “ a chest  containing  a parcel  of 
moth-eaten  clothes.”  In  a childless  house  “two  drum  battledores”  appear  as 
singular  articles.  Among  the  furniture  of  the  back  bedroom  occurs  “a  gout  chair 
with  foot-board.”  Here  we  have  an  indication  of  the  malady  that  caused  Sir 
Andrew  to  need  the  visits  of  Scott  for  fourteen  months  or  more  before  his  death. 
So  far  as  I know  there  is  no  record  of  the  disease  to  which  he  succumbed.  It  was 
no  lingering  illness,  as  he  only  made  his  last  codicil  with  his  own  hand  and 
concealed  it  three  days  before  his  death.  Yet  he  had  stood  in  need  of  the  attention 
of  James  Fenoulhet,  the  apothecary,  at  some  time  shortly  before  his  death,  for 
he  left  a sum  of  £ 14 . 7s.  od.  due  to  him,  which  his  executors  paid.  That  this 
attendance  was  given  very  shortly  before  death  is  clearly  shown  by  the  language 
of  the  seventh  codicil,1  which  was  written  three  days  before  the  fingers  finally 
laid  down  the  pen,  to  give  him  a special  legacy  of  .£100  “in  consideration  of  a 
late  proof  of  his  ingenuousness  and  affection.”  Seventeen  months  previously 
Sir  Andrew  had  needed  James  Fenoulhet’s  skill,  for  the  first  codicil2  dated 
October  17th,  1766,  bears  witness  that  it  was  rendered  with  diligent  attention. 
But  to  have  gouty  attacks  had  been  his  painful  lot.  He  was  fond  of  walking- 
sticks  and  canes,  of  which  a large  number  appears  in  the  inventory.  Possibly 
he  needed  their  support.  On  the  strictly  household  furniture  and  domestic 
appliances  no  special  remarks  arise.  Intermingled  with  the  contents  of  the  house 
we  find  mention  of  a number  of  weapons,  and  of  several  suits  of  uniform  and  of 
court  costume. 

Many  pictures  were  hung  on  his  walls,  and  from  the  enumeration  of  their 
character  and  titles  it  would  seem  that  they  were  of  a good  class.  Copies  of  pictures 
by  Raphael,  Castiglioni,  Jordaens,  Nicolas  Poussin,  Teniers,  and  other  masters  appear 
in  the  list.  There  are  also  several  portraits  of  British  Sovereigns,  testifying  perhaps 
to  the  possessor’s  feeling  of  pride  in  the  kingly  lineage  that  occupied  the  throne. 
This,  quite  irrespective  of  their  individual  virtues,  he  might  almost  be  expected  to 
have,  if  the  usually  accepted  theory  of  the  chief  source  of  his  wealth  be  true.  Two 
half  length  portraits  of  himself  and  his  lady,  by  Dahl,  would  be  esteemed  of  value 


1 See  p.  61. 


- See  p.  51. 
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now  if  only  their  destiny  were  known.  From  the  almost  certainty  of  their  not 
being  labelled,  they  peradventure  now  occupy  some  dark  corner  in  a broker’s  shop, 
treated  as  lumber,  and  ready  for  a few  shillings  to  be  sold  as  nameless  canvasses  to 
the  first  comer.  It  has  already  been  remarked  that,  in  the  exuberance  of  her 
gratitude  at  the  dissembling  promise  of  Scott  to  consent  to  the  continuance  of  her 
friendship  with  Mrs.  Glover,  Lady  Chadwick  had  presented  several  of  the  pictures  to 
him.  What  was  the  destination  of  these  pictures,  or  of  those  which  remained  in 
Lady  Chadwick’s  possession,  I fear  it  is  now  impossible  to  trace.  I may  say  that  the 
portraits  are  not  to  be  found  in  the  National  Portrait  Gallery. 

In  nothing  is  the  peculiarity  of  taste  of  Sir  Andrew  more  distinctly  displayed 
than  in  the  large  amount  of  silver  plate  he  possessed  at  death.  The  total  weight 
was  2,387  ounces,  and  it  existed  in  two  divisions.  Part  was  lodged  with  Messrs. 
Child,  the  bankers,  for  safe  custody,  and  part  remained  in  his  own  house.  The 
plate  confided  for  safety  to  Messrs.  Child  amounted  to  1,765  ounces,  and  appears  to 
have  been  exceedingly  massive,  and  superior  in  character.  Among  the  particular 
articles  we  find  six  silver  dishes,  weighing  together  271  ounces  ; eighteen  plates, 
weighing  286  ounces ; twelve  plates,  weighing  202  ounces ; two  monteths,  weighing 
18 1 ounces;  a tea  kettle,  two  teapots,  and  a coffee  pot,  125  ounces;  two  double- 
branch candlesticks,  and  two  single,  1 1 ounces  ; and  other  articles  of  less  importance, 
magnitude,  and  weight.  To-day  Messrs.  Child  & Co.  can  give  no  account  whatever 
of  these  treasures.  No  records  of  deposits  of  valuable  property  at  that  date  now 
exist  there,  although  the  house  still  preserves  the  ledgers  containing  the  accounts  with 
customers  (several  of  them  now  historic)  of  much  earlier  days.  The  collection,  no 
doubt,  went  with  the  rest  of  the  personalty  into  the  ready  and  ample  hands  of  the 
greedy  Scott. 

The  silver  plate  at  home  appears  to  have  been,  as  would  be  supposed,  of  a more 
generally  useful  and  daily  applicable  character:  four  salvers,  weighing  48  ounces;  four 
candlesticks,  snuffers,  and  stand,  88  ounces;  and  sundry  forks,  spoons,  and  knife 
handles  made  up  a useful  total  in  the  house  of  613  ounces.  I must  confess  to  some 
admiration  of  the  trait  of  character  which  induced  this  possession  of  what  we  may 
fairly  suppose  to  have  been,  according  to  the  best  of  the  depraved  taste  of  those  days, 
elegant  service.  As  an  oasis  in  the  desert  is  this  glint  of  silver  plate  in  the  record  of 
the  knight’s  life.  Personal  inquiry  at  the  Bank  of  England  effectually  demolishes  all 
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traditions  of  chests  of  plate  of  unascertained  value  and  unknown  ownership  going  to 
outward  decay  in  the  vaults  of  that  magnificent  establishment.  No  deposits  of  property 
made  so  early  as  1768  exist  there,  and  I am  confident  no  plate  of  his  was  lodged  in 
the  Bank  of  England. 

The  coach  and  horses  which  figure  in  the  inventory  demand  a short  notice.  The 
vehicle  must  have  seen  some  service  when  the  testator  had  done  with  it,  for  it  was 
sold  by  his  executors  shortly  after  his  death,  with  other  articles,  for  the  sum  of  £4.  14s. 
This  moderate  consideration  included  also  a set  of  double  harness,  two  old  saddles, 
a watering  bridle,  two  pails,  two  forks,  a shovel,  and  other  stable  requisites;  and  the 
purchaser  was  John  Knott,  his  old  coachman,  who  in  any  case  seems  to  have  had  an 
easy  bargain.  The  horses  were  black,  and  described  as  ancient,  or,  as  we  should  now 
say,  aged.  We  may  well  believe  this,  for  the  price  the  pair  fetched  was  only  £4. 

I must  plead  guilty  to  a chapter  containing  many  curiosities  and  trivialities;  but 
this  arises  more  from  the  nature  of  the  subject  than  the  desire  of  the  narrator. 


Chapter  XE. 


HIS  RELATIONS  AND  THE  FINAL  DISPOSITION  OF  HIS  PROPERTY. 

Already  so  much  has  been  said  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick’s  extraction  and  nearest 
relatives  that  little  remains  now  to  be  added.  At  the  close  of  his  life  he  appears  not  to 
have  known  of  the  certain  existence  of  any  kindred.  Hence  in  the  fourth  and  fifth 
codicils1  to  his  will,  he  only  speaks,  and  that  contemptuously,  of  people  of  pretended 
kindred  to  him.  Sarah  Law  and  Mary  Duckworth,  who  claimed  to  be  first  cousins, 
as  respectively  sole  daughters  of  his  father’s  brothers,  Robert  and  Benjamin,2  strove 
earnestly  to  qualify  themselves  as  recipients  of  the  legacies  of  £5,000  immediately, 
and  £5,000  on  the  death  of  Lady  Chadwick,  given  by  the  fourth  (but  supposed  to  be 
repealed  by  the  fifth)  codicil,  to  next  of  kin,  but  failed  to  satisfy  the  court.  The 
decision  of  the  Prerogative  Court,  confirmed  by  that  of  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
upholding  the  validity  of  the  fifth  codicil,  which  contained  the  revocation  of  the 
bequests  to  next  of  kin,  was  fatal  to  the  success  of  their  suit,  and  their  names  will  be 
sought  in  vain  in  the  decree  of  Court  given  April  30,  1771. 

Sarah  Chadwick’s  husband  was  James  Law.  They  had  one  son,  named  Dennis,3 4 
and  a daughter,  named  Jennett  or  Janet,  who  married  John  Taylor.  They  had  several 
children,  whose  descendants,  I believe,  still  reside  in  the  same  district  of  Lancashire. 

Mary  Chadwick,  the  daughter  of  Benjamin,  married  George  Duckworth,  and  had 
several  children,  the  last  of  whom  lived  till  1841,  and  attained  the  age  of  90  years, 
bearing  then  the  name  of  Mrs.  Anne  Wood.1  Of  the  other  descendants  of  Mary 
Duckworth  I have  at  present  no  clear  knowledge. 


1 See  p.  54. 

2 See  pedigree,  after  p.  98. 

3 See  decree  in  Ormerod  and  others  v.  Law. 
Chancery  Decrees:  Public  Record  Office.  B 1775, 
p.  645. 

4 See  “Morning  Chronicle,”  August  27th,  1841, 
where  the  following  notice  appears: — “Died,  on 


Sunday,  the  22nd  inst.,  at  Lewisham,  in  the  91st 
year  of  her  age,  Mrs.  Anne  Wood,  relict  of  Henry 
Wood,  Esq.,  only  surviving  daughter  of  George 
Duckworth  and  Mary  Duckworth,  of  Carter  Place, 
Haslingden,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  and  second 
cousin  of  the  late  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick,  knight, 
of  Broad  Street,  Golden  Square.  ” 
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The  children  of  James,  the  senior  uncle  of  Sir  Andrew,  appear  to  have  run  with 
slight  increase  from  generation  to  generation  through  several  descents,  and  then  to 
have  become  more  numerous  ; and  at  present  their  number  is  very  great.  On  their 
respective  claims  of  descent  I need  not  dwell,  as  the  rival  pretensions  of  the  two 
lines  are  set  forth  in  the  Bills  filed  in  Chancery,  August  3rd,  1840,1  and  February  9th, 
1 86 1, 2 and  are  exemplified  in  the  pedigree  attached  to  this  chapter.  On  the  first  of 
these  the  Court  of  Chancery  acted  after  investigation,  and  allowed  the  claim.  The 
second  was  dismissed,  not  solely  on  grounds  of  insufficiency  of  proof,  but  on  the 
ground  of  delay,  and  bar  by  limitation. 

There  is  extremely  strong  evidence  to  prove  the  line  of  heirs  of  James  Chadwick; 
but  owing  to  their  obscurity  at  the  critical  time,  and  possibly  to  their  want  of 
education  and  perception,  they  existed  in  total  ignorance  of  their  birthright,  and  had 
neither  the  means  nor  the  knowledge  to  prefer  their  just  claims.  Lapse  of  time,  and 
other  circumstances  about  to  be  detailed,  have  rendered  it  impossible  for  their  more 
enlightened  descendants  at  the  present  day  to  proceed  with  good  effect. 

The  final  disposal  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick’s  entire  estate  and  effects  remains 
now  to  be  stated.  His  property  at  death  comprised  : — 

I.  Freeholds. 

II.  Copyhold. 

III.  Leaseholds  in  Trust. 

IV.  Leaseholds,  Free 

V.  Money  and  Personal  effects. 

I.  FREEHOLDS. — The  informality  of  the  will  constituted  a de  facto  intestacy; 
and  Sarah  Law,  the  first  cousin  of  the  deceased  knight,  with  a degree  of  alacrity 
which  appears  surprising  in  those  days  of  slow  travelling  and  tardy  dispersion  of 
news,  and  which  speaks  volumes  for  her  penetration  and  determined  character, 
forthwith  took  undisputed  possession  as  heir-at-law  of  all  the  freehold  property, 
whether  vested  in  Sir  Andrew  or  in  his  trustees,  subject  only  to  Lady  Chadwick’s 
right  of  dower,  or  thirds,  thereout. 

Sarah  Law  appears  to  have  proceeded  with  a measure  of  caution  equal  to  her 


'Chadwicks.  Chadwick,  1840. 


2 Chadwick  v.  Chadwick,  1861,  c.  34. 
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activity  ; for  the  news  does  not  seem  to  have  been  permitted  to  reach  the  ears  of  her 
cousin  Joseph  Chadwick  (son  of  James),  who,  if  enlightened  as  to  his  position,  could 
have  preferred  a title,  before  which  hers  could  not  have  stood  for  a moment.1 

Sarah  Law,  who  was  at  this  time  a widow,  almost  immediately  divested  herself 
of  her  newly-acquired  wealth.  By  deeds  of  gift,  dated  25th  and  26th  May,  17682 
(two  months  only  after  Sir  Andrew’s  death),  she  gave  the  whole  to  her  son-in-law, 
John  Taylor,  then  a blacksmith  of  Bacup,  but  thenceforth  styled  “esquire,”  the  con- 
sideration being  her  natural  love  and  affection  for  him.  She  had  had,  besides  her 
daughter  Jennett  (Taylor’s  wife),  a son  named  Dionysius  or  Dennis,  who  had  died 
before  this  date,  leaving  an  infant  son  James,  on  whose  behalf  a suit  in  Chancery  was 
speedily  commenced  (Ormerod  and  others  v.  Law)  to  set  aside  the  above  deeds  of 
gift,  on  the  alleged  ground  that  she  had  made  a previous  deed  of  gift,  dated  March 
22nd,  1768,  to  her  son  Dennis  and  to  Lawrence  Ormerod  in  equal  shares,  and  that 
Dennis  had  made  his  will  in  April,  1769,  disposing  of  his  moiety,  and  had  died 
shortly  afterwards.  The  suit  was  heard  April  29th,  1776,  and  judgment  given  for  the 
defendant  Sarah  Law,  thus  establishing  the  deed.3 

Being  now  confirmed  for  the  time  being  in  his  possessions,  John  Taylor  hastened 
to  sell  the  properties,  apparently  entertaining  little  confidence  in  his  power  of  per- 
manently enjoying  them.  As  a preliminary  matter,  arrangements  were  concluded 
with  Lady  Chadwick  for  the  commutation  of  her  dowry  by  the  creation  of  a rent- 
charge  for  her  life  of  £ 200  per  annum  on  the  properties.  This  was  carried  out  by 
indenture  between  Sarah  Law  and  John  Taylor  of  the  one  part,  and  Margaret,  Lady 
Chadwick,  of  the  other  part,  bearing  date  January  17th,  1779.  This  preliminary 
being  settled,  the  whole  of  the  freehold  properties  in  course  of  time  gradually  passed 
by  bargain  and  sale  into  other  hands. 

Sarah  Law  made  her  will  February  14th,  1780,  reciting  and  confirming  the 
deed  of  gift  of  May,  1768,  to  John  Taylor,  the  husband  of  her  daughter  Jennett,  and 
declaring  the  exclusion  of  her  other  child  and  his  descendants.  She  died  in  1791. 

II.  Copyhold  Property. — The  same  assertion  and  proof  of  consanguinity, 
aided  by  the  unconscious  apathy  and  self-supplanting  want  of  knowledge  in  the 


1 See  pedigree,  after  p.  98, 

5 Middlesex  Land  Registry,  1768.  Book  4.  No.  523 
and  524.  Appendix  U. 


3 See  decree  in  Ormerod  and  others  v.  Law.  Public 
Record  Office  : Chancery  Decrees.  B 1775,  p.  645,  and 
Middlesex  Land  Registry,  1768,  Books.  No.  515. 
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only  nearer  relative,  enabled  Sarah  Law  to  secure  formal  admittance  by  the  Lord  of 
the  Manor  of  Accrington  to  the  copyhold  of  Carter  Place. 

In  the  court  rolls  of  that  manor,  the  following  record  appears  under  date  May  31st, 
1768,  when  at  a court  held  at  Bacup,  the  jurors,  upon  their  oath,  found  and  presented — 

“ That  Sarah  Law,  of  Bacup,  within  the  Forest  of  Rossendale,  and  County  of 
Lancaster,  widow  and  relict  of  James  Law,  late  of  Edge  Side  in  the  said  forest, 
clothier,  deceased,  only  daughter  and  heir  at  law  of  Robert  Chadwick,  late  of 
Dearden  Yate  within  Haslingden  aforesaid,  stocking  weaver,  deceased,  which  said 
Robert  Chadwick  was  second  brother  of  Ellis  Chadwick  late  of  the  City  of 
Dublin,  in  the  Kingdom  of  Ireland,  gentleman,  also  deceased,  father  of  the  said 
late  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick,  his  first  cousin,  and  next  heir  at  law  of  the  said  late 
Sir  Andrew  Chadwick,  deceased,  as  aforesaid,  and  of  full  age,  therefore  ought  to 
be  admitted  to  her  fine  of  and  in  all  and  every  the  premises  aforesaid,  according 
to  the  custom  of  the  said  Manor. 

“ And  hereupon  comes  the  said  Sarah  Law  and  desires  to  be  admitted  to  her  fine. 
Yet  upon  three  proclamations  thereof  being  made  comes  Mary  Duckworth,  of  Carter 
Place  aforesaid,  widow,  by  Edward  Brewer,  her  attorney,  and  forbid  the  fine  of  and  in 
all  the  above  mentioned  premises  with  the  appurtenances,  as  her  right  of  inheritance, 
and,  therefore,  she  finds  John  Hargraves,  of  Haslingden,  to  prosecute  the  said  forbid. 

“ And  the  said  Sarah  Law  finds  John  Taylor,  of  Bacup,  to  defend  the  same 
forbid.  Then  the  said  premises  with  their  appurtenances  are  granted  by  the  said 
steward  to  the  said  Sarah  Law,  to  have  and  to  hold  to  her,  her  heirs  and  assigns  for 
ever,  subject  to  the  forbid  aforesaid  and  not  otherwise,  according  to  the  custom  of 
the  said  manor,  yielding  therefore  yearly  to  the  lords  and  ladies  of  the  said  manor, 
and  to  their  heirs,  the  rents  and  services  therefore  formerly  due  and  of  right 
accustomed,  and  now  she  gives  to  the  said  lords  and  ladies,  for  fine,  seven  shillings 
by  the  pledge  of  the  said  John  Taylor.”1 

This  property  was  forthwith  — the  same  day  — surrendered  by  her,  and 
transferred  to  her  son-in-law.  On  the  30th  day  of  July,  1791,  John  Taylor 
surrendered  the  property  in  favour  of  trustees  for  his  son  and  successors.  On 
the  2nd  day  of  May,  1807,  his  son  sold  the  property  to  James  Turner  for  the  sum 


See  Appendix  O. 
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of  £4,600 ; and  thus  the  connexion  of  the  Chadwick  family  with  Carter  Place, 
Haslingden,  after  a continuous  succession  of  some  230  years,  was  brought  to  a final 
close.  It  is  now  the  property  of  Miss  Turner,  the  daughter  and  heiress  of  the  said 
James  Turner. 

III.  Leaseholds  in  Trust. — These  being  vested  in  Horsey  and  Compton,  as 
trustees  for  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  his  heirs,  awaited  the  determination  of  the 
then  existing  leases,  which  would  expire  at  Christmas,  1847.  Sarah  Law  therefore 
did  not  secure  their  possession  ; and  as  the  period  of  the  leases  drew  to  a close  her 
successors  do  not  seem  to  have  preferred  any  claim  to  them. 

After  the  lapse  of  about  72  years  John  Chadwick,  of  Westleigh,  a manager  of 
coal  pits,  presented  two  petitions  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  1840,  tracing  his 
descent  from  James,  the  eldest  of  Sir  Andrew’s  uncles,  and  praying  that  the  property 
might  be  conveyed  to  him. 

In  1841  these  petitions  were  referred  to  a Master  in  Chancery  for  investigation 
of  the  grounds  of  claim  and  the  evidence  on  which  it  rested,  as  proving  the  several 
elements  of  his  pedigree. 

The  Master  reported  to  the  Court  in  1842  that  John  had  established  his  complete 
line  of  descent.  It  was  then  ordered  that  the  property  should  be  conveyed  to  John 
Chadwick,  of  Westleigh  ; and  the  Master  was  directed  to  institute  a further  inquiry 
as  to  the  then  existing  representatives  of  Horsey  and  Compton,  and  in  case  no  such 
representatives  could  be  discovered,  to  name  a fit  and  proper  person  to  make  con- 
veyance under  the  authority  of  the  Court.  The  Master  made  a second  report,  having 
found  that  no  representatives  of  Horsey  and  Compton  could  be  found ; and  he  named 
Mr.  Joseph  Woodcock  (who  had  acted  as  the  London  agent  for  John’s  solicitor,  Mr. 
E.  W.  Binney,  of  Manchester)  to  give  possession  of  the  properties  to  which  the  petitions 
of  the  claimant  referred.1  This  was  decreed  by  the  judge  and  carried  into  effect. 

The  first  result  of  John  Chadwick’s  success  in  1842  was  to  raise  up  a plentiful 
crop  of  claimants,®  each  of  whom  considered  himself  the  undoubted  heir  at  law,  and 


1 For  particulars  of  the  eleven  houses  conveyed  to 
John  Chadwick,  of  Westleigh,  see  p.  78.  They  were 
stated  by  Mr.  E.  W.  Binney  in  an  affidavit  sworn 
June  nth,  1872,  to  be  of  the  estimated  value  of 
j£io,ooo. 


2 As  soon  as  John  Chadwick  had  obtained  the 
decrees  in  his  favour,  in  1842,  he  filed  a bill  of  dis- 
covery against  Messrs.  Broadwood,  in  aid  of  an 
action  of  ejectment  from  the  Golden  Square  brewery, 
in  which  he  succeeded.  But  in  the  meantime  grave 
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more  than  one  of  whom  was  so  convinced  of  the  certainty  of  success  in  his 
aspirations  as  to  dispose  of  extensive  anticipated  properties  by  will.  One  claimant 
especially,  to  whom  permission  was  granted  to  sue  in  forma  pauperis,  who  was  stated 
to  have  never  possessed  £100  in  his  life,1  and  who  died  a pauper,  has  left  a majestic 
will  with  lordly  bequests  amounting  in  the  whole  to  some  £150,000! 

IV.  Leaseholds,  Free. — The  Decree  of  Chancery  of  April  30th,  1771,  which 
was  the  most  important  judgment  pronounced  in  the  course  of  the  litigation  over 
Sir  Andrew  Chadwick’s  affairs,  established  these  leaseholds  as  personal  property,2 
and  the  whole  of  them  consequently  were  taken  by  Alexander  Scott,  subject  only  to 
the  life  interest  of  Lady  Chadwick  therein. 

V.  Money  and  Personal  effects. — The  judgment  above  mentioned  gave 
Lady  Chadwick  the  sole  possession  of  her  own  trinkets,  jewellery,  and  private 
effects,  and  also  decreed  to  her  for  life  the  enjoyment  of  the  residue  of  all  her 
husband’s  personal  property  after  the  payment  of  legacies  and  provision  of  funds  to 
answer  the  several  annuities. 

For  these  purposes,  and  to  assure  the  costs  in  the  suits,  two  several  sums  of 
£8,400  and  £5,000  on  the  4th  day  of  July,  1769,  and  a further  sum  of  £1,433.  8s.  4d. 


doubts  of  the  title  of  John  had  arisen,  and  affidavits 
had  been  filed  positively  affirming  his  illegitimacy. 
One  of  these  affidavits  by  David  Hopwood  (half- 
brother  of  John)  deposed  that  he  knew  his  father, 
William  Hopwood,  a soldier  in  the  army,  was  alive 
when  Thomas  Chadwick,  the  father  of  John  Chad- 
wick, married  his  mother,  and  that  he  had  seen  him 
many  times  after  that  event  had  taken  place,  and 
after  the  birth  of  John  Chadwick.  This  becoming 
known  to  Messrs.  Broadwood,  they  defied  John  to 
follow  up  the  success  he  had  obtained.  Apparently 
conscious  of  the  flaw  in  his  descent,  he  did  not 
proceed  further,  and  Messrs.  Broadwood  continued 
to  hold  possession.  The  case  of  Stainton  v.  Chad- 
wick (reported  in  the  “Jurist,”  May  8th,  1841,  and  in 
18th  “Law  Times,”  p.  69,  Nov.  15th,  1851)  also 
throws  some  light  on  John’s  proceedings.  In  that 
bill  Stainton  directly  charged  him  with  fraud,  and 
alleged  that  his  mother,  Betty  Hopwood,  was  the 
wife  of  William  Hopwood  at  the  time  she  went 
through  the  ceremony  of  marriage  with  Thomas 


Chadwick.  It  was  stated  that  on  failure  of  his 
appeal,  John  compromised  with  Stainton,  and  pur- 
chased his  interest  in  the  premises  claimed,  in  con- 
sequence of  which  further  proceedings  in  the  suit 
were  stayed,  and  an  order  to  unfile  was  obtained 
May  2nd,  1855,  and  all  the  evidence  given  up.  That 
John  should  thus  compromise  a suit  and  purchase 
back  what  he  claimed  as  his  own  property  was  looked 
upon  as  strong  evidence  of  the  same  consciousness  of 
irregular  birth.  After  this  he  became  defendant  in  a 
series  of  Chancery  suits,  of  which  five  were  on  the 
file  of  the  Court  at  once,  and  65  claimants  were  in 
the  field.  (See  reported  decision  by  Vice-Chancellor 
Page  Wood,  in  “Chadwick  v.  Chadwick,"  in  the 
“Times”  of  April  24th,  1854.) 

1 See  the  will  at  Somerset  House,  of  James  Chad- 
wick (claimant  in  1857),  dated  September  30th,  1869, 
testator  having  died  July  10th,  1871.  Other  wills 
of  the  same  character,  though  of  a minor  degree  of 
absurdity,  have  been  made  and  duly  proved. 

a See  p.  81. 
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on  the  4th  day  of  April,  1780,  were  transferred  to  the  Accountant-General  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery.  At  Lady  Chadwick’s  death,  in  1783,  the  whole  residue  of  her 
husband’s  personalty  went  to  Scott. 

The  fund1  in  the  Bank  of  England  standing  in  the  names  of  Sir  Andrew 
Chadwick  and  the  Reverend  Samuel  Grove,  with  its  accumulations,  was  not  received 
nor  disturbed,  and  has  never  yet  been  secured  by  any  claimant.  It  is  clear  that, 
being  personal  property,  it  does  not  in  any  case  belong  to  the  heirs  of  Sir  Andrew 
Chadwick,  because  the  whole  of  his  personal  estate  was  demised  to  Scott.  If  existing 
direct  representatives  of  Scott  and  Grove  could  now  be  discovered,  and  they  jointly 
sought  to  gain  possession  of  this  fund,  it  is  conceivable  that  they  might  succeed — but 
a Chadwick  could  show  no  title  to  it. 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  no  property  whatever  belonging  to  Sir  Andrew 
Chadwick  has  been  left  without  an  owner,  and  now  capable  of  recovery  by  his  heirs- 
at-law.  Though  it  may  be  doubted  whether  some  portions  of  his  estate  devolved 
upon  the  persons  most  justly  entitled  to  them,  the  fact  of  the  entire  legal  disposal  is 
clearly  established  ; and  the  whole  of  the  deeds  are  in  existence  and  on  record. 

Singular  and  tragic  has  been  the  fate  of  several  aspirants  to  this  property.  It 
is  related2  that  among  the  claimants  some  years  ago  was  an  old  man  who  resided  in 
Lancashire,  and  had  in  his  possession  valuable  papers  relating  to  it.  In  the  hope  of 
establishing  his  claim  he  determined  to  go  to  London.  On  his  way  he  was  stopped 
by  footpads,  and  robbed  of  his  money  and  all  the  papers  connected  with  the 
Chadwick  estate. 

Another  claimant,  a butcher,  who  was  carrying  on  a respectable  business  in 
Islington,  suddenly  disappeared  from  the  neighbourhood,  and  even  to  this  day  has 
not  since  been  heard  of.  At  the  time  a report  was  circulated  that  he  had  been 
murdered  and  buried  in  his  own  garden. 

An  aged  man  with  his  wife  and  son,  also  laying  claim  to  the  Chadwick  estate, 
died  about  1863,  in  St.  James’s  Workhouse,  which,  by  the  irony  of  fate,  is  situated, 
almost  on  the  property,  in  Poland  Street. 


H 


1 See  p.  70. 


| 2 See  Notes  and  Queries,  vol.  ij. , series  iv.,  p.  440. 
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A man  named  Molineux,  a shoemaker,  was  a claimant  in  right  of  his  wife  for 
the  same  property.  In  this  case  a most  awful  instance  of  the  Almighty  power 
occurred.  One  morning,  Molineux,  on  coming  down  to  breakfast  (his  wife  as  usual 
sitting  by  the  fireside),  after  drinking  a cup  of  tea,  began  to  speak  to  his  wife.  She 
did  not  answer.  He  looked  at  her  ; to  his  horror  he  perceived  her  eyes  in  a frightful 
lurid  stare.  She  was  dead. 

It  would  be  contrary  to  human  nature  that  the  ever-growing  traditions  of  vast 
unappropriated  wealth,  which  for  generations  have  been  current,  should  result  other- 
wise than  in  creating  a thirst  for  its  possession.  Accordingly  the  very  atmosphere 
has  been  filled  with  agencies  and  combinations  for  securing  it.  For  many  years  past 
clubs  have  existed  in  Lancashire  for  the  purpose  of  forwarding  and  ensuring  the 
success  of  some  particular  claimant,  the  statutes  of  champerty  to  the  contrary  not- 
withstanding. Guided  with  little  knowledge,  and  supported  by  attenuated  funds, 
these  combinations  have  served  only  to  keep  alive  a more  or  less  intelligent  interest 
in  the  subject,  but  have  almost  invariably  resulted  in  an  accession  to  the  mass  of 
unwholesome  tradition  which  has  inflated  the  value  of  the  property  in  view. 

It  has  been  reserved  for  the  Chadwick  Association  of  1880,  led  and  guided 
by  the  persevering  efforts  of  its  indefatigable  Chairman  and  Secretary,  to  approach 
the  subject  with  cool,  fixed  determination,  clear  intelligence,  and  ample  funds,  to 
elicit  the  undisguised  truth.  The  results  are  fully  and  ably  set  forth  in  the 
Secretary’s  Explanatory  Report,  contained  in  succeeding  pages.  It  is  hoped  that 
the  efforts  of  this  Association  will  have  been  extremely  beneficial  if  they  serve  to 
establish  fundamental  accuracy,  and  so  to  set  at  rest,  once  and  for  ever,  the  feelings 
of  the  Chadwick  family  in  reference  to  the  extent,  value,  and  legal  position  of  the 
properties  which  have  been  for  so  long  a period  the  object  of  ambition  and  the 
ground  of  strife. 
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GENERAL  PEDIGREE, 

SHOWING  THE  PRETENSIONS  OF  THE  PRINCIPAL  CLAIMANTS  TO  BE  DECLARED  HEIR-AT-LAW  TO'  SIR  ANDREW  CHADWICK. 


Note. — The  various  kinds  of  Type  used 
show  the  lines  of  descent  on  which 
the  several  Claimants  relied. 

J.  O.  C. 


Robert  Chadwick = Mary  Holden 


of  Carter  Place, 
Haslingden 
d.  1698 


She  was  living  in  1719, 
aged  about  90 


Ellis = Ann  Cole 
bap.  1664 
d.  about  1787 


S>it  SlnJjrfto= Margaret 
d.  Mar.  15,  1768  Humfrey 
No  Issue  Nov.  14,  1718 
(see  p.  16)  d.  June  8,  1783 


James  = Mary  Taylor 
p.  July,  1667  Nov.  24,  1702 

d.  Mar.,  1740  (John  Chadwick  (1861)  denied 
this  Marriage,  and  alleged 
that  James  died  unmarried. 
It  is  still  open  to  grave 
doubt.  Seep.  118) 
Joseph=  Martha  Cockerell 
b.  June,  1703  | May  15,  1732 
d.  April,  1790 


JOHN 

d.  1742 


Howarth 
Oct.  30,  1769 
d.  May  7,  1777 


1 

Betty=  Thomas  =Betty  Hopwood 


b.  Sept.,  1732 
d.  Aug.,  1801 


March  31,  1783 
(The  legality  of  this 
Marriage  was  im- 
pugned by  James 
(1859),  and  by  other 
Claimants) 


I 

Joseph  = Mary 
bap.  1735  Warburton 
d.  Dec.,  1819  Sep.  23,  1760 
d.  1818 


James 
d.  1811 


John 

bap.  Feb.  23,  1742 
d.  Oct.,  1771 


JOHN 

d.  1781 


Martha 

b.  Sep.  n,  1770 
d.  June,  1772 


I 

Joseph— Jane 


bap.  1772 
d.  1831 

(His  existence 
was  ignored 
by  John  of 
Westleigh, 
1840) 


Nuttall 

Oct.  7,  1799 


Thomas 
b.  June  3,  1775 
d.  July,  1781 


Mary 

b.  June  19,  1787 
d.  July,  1799 


I 

.Kofjn= 

of  Westleigh 
(Claimant  in  1840) 
b.  Nov.  5,  1792 
d.  April  8,  1861 


bap.  May  3,  176: 
d.  1826 


Thomas=Mary  Raw  son 


June  3,  1784 
d.  1808 


JOHN  = 

d.  1799 


Thomas  Mary  Berry  Charles 

bap.  July  24,  1800  I Oct.  13,  1823  bap.  1802 
d.  Jan.  15,  1835  d.  Mar.  1875 


Ann 

bap.  1804 


Robert 

bap.  1806 


Lawrence 

bap.  1809 


Joseph 
bap.  1816 


I I I I I I I I 

John  Thomas 
and  six 

other  children. 


James 

(Claimant  in  1859) 
bap.  Jan.  22,  1797 
d.  July  10,  1871 


Joseph  John  W illiam 


JORDEN 
d.  1850 
S.P. 


j03rpl)  = Hannah 
(Claimant  1880)  Ogden 
bap.  Jan.  9,  1825 


Mary 
bap.  1827 
d.  1828 


John 


Robert=Joanna  Procter 
bap.  SepL,  1668 
d-  1745 


Thomas 

bap.  Aug.  18,  1670 


Benjamin  = MA  R THA 
SPENCER 


5?arflf)  = James  Law 
(Heir-at-Law,  1768)  Jan.  19,  1724 
d.  June  8,  1791  d.  April  13, 1752 


bap.  Nov.  17,  1674 
d.  Aug.  21,  1760 


GEORGE 

(Claimant  1768)  D UCKIVOR  TH 
bap.  Oct.  24,  1713  d.  1763 

d.  Feb.  6,  1786 


y q 

> 

UJ  CO 
< 

>-  5 


Dionysius 
or  Dennis 
d.  1769 


Janet  or  =John 


Jennett 
b.  Oct.  23,  1742 
d.  Aug.  21,  1804 


Taylor 


ALICE=EDWARD 

BREWER 


I I 

A NN=  HE  NR  V SARAH=R  OBER  T 
WOOD  ELTON 


Sarah 

bap.  Oct.  4,  1769 


1 

John 

bap.  April  23,  1776 


Burgoyne 
bap.  Feb.  21,  1782 


Frederick 
bap.  Nov.  30,  1786 


JOHN  = 
d.  1810  I 


form 

(Claimant  1861) 


KEY  TO  TYPE. 

Common  Ancestry 

and  Claim  of  John  Chadwick,  of  Westleigh,  1840 

„ „ 

Sarah  Law,  Heir-at-Law,  1768 
MARY  DUCKWORTH,  Claimant 
Janies  Chadwick,  1859  [1768 

JOHN  CHADWICK,  1861 
Joseph  Chadwick,  1880 

jiiamts 

of  Claimants. 
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THE  CHADWICK  ASSOCIATION. 


Entrotructton. 


THE  ORIGIN  AND  OBJECTS  OF  THE  ASSOCIATION 


consequence  of  the  repeated  attempts  which  had 
been  made  to  obtain  possession  of  the  real  and 
personal  estate  left  by  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  at  his 
decease,  it  was  decided  in  April,  1880,  to  form  an 
association,  having  for  its  objects  to  collect  birth,  objects  of 
marriage,  and  death  certificates  and  other  docu-  Associatlon- 
ments,  having  reference  to  the  descendants  of  Robert 
Chadwick,  of  Carter  Place,  Haslingden,  yeoman,  with 
a view  to  obtaining  the  estate  (if  any)  of  the  said  Sir 
Andrew  Chadwick,  knight,  and  to  prove  the  heir-at-law. 

In  answer  to  an  advertisement  inserted  in  the  local  papers 
by  Mr.  Robert  Ashworth,  of  Castleton,  and  after  an  interview 
and  discussion  of  the  matter  with  Mr.  Edmund  Chadwick,  of 
96,  Lower  Moss  Lane,  Hulme,  the  first  meeting  of  the  Chad- First  and 
wick  Association  was  held  at  Heywood,  in  the  month  of  April,  meetings"1 
1880.  At  that  meeting  it  was  decided  to  form  a committee,  and 
that  Mr.  James  Boardman,  of  26,  Pall  Mall,  Manchester, 
chartered  accountant,  should  be  asked  to  join,  and  assist  in  the  investiga- 
tion of  the  affairs  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick.  He  readily  consented  to  aid 
the  Association  all  in  his  power,  but  it  was  not  then  anticipated  that  the 
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The  Chadwick  Association. 


undertaking  would  have  grown  to  the  dimensions  that  it  did  ; however,  the 
funds  of  the  Association  increased  to  such  an  extent  that  it  was  decided  to 
spare  neither  time  nor  legitimate  expense  with  a view  to  thoroughly 
investigate  the  subject.  The  next  general  meeting  was  held  in  the 
Temperance  Hall,  Bury,  1st  May,  1880.  Subsequent  meetings  were  held 
at  Rochdale,  12th  June,  1880;  Oldham,  26th  June,  1880;  Manchester,* 
2 1st  August,  1880;  Bolton,  1st  October,  1880 ; Preston,  Accrington,  17th 
July.  1880;  and  Burnley,  25th  September,  1880;  and  all  were  numerously 
attended,  and  earnestly  conducted.  Meetings  were  also  held  at  Sheffield 
and  at  Leeds  but  were  not  called  by  advertisement  and  were  not  public. 

The  following  among  other  resolutions  were  passed  by  the  committee 
and  issued  to  the  members  : — 

“ That  a £1  share  be  equal  to  one  fifth  (})  of  a full  or  (£5)  share. 

That  £ 2 be  equal  to  f of  a £5  share. 

>>  £3  yy  5 y)  £ 5 yy 

..  £4  >>  5 » £5  » 


That  Edmund  Chadwick,  of  96,  Lower  Moss  Lane,  Hulme,  chair- 
man, and  James  Boardman,  26,  Pall  Mall,  Manchester,  chartered 
accountant,  be  and  are  hereby  empowered  to  prosecute  the  search 
and  prove  the  heir-at-law  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick,  and  to  take 
such  steps  in  this  matter  as  they  and  the  committee  may  from 
time  to  time  deem  necessary. 

That  each  share  must  be  paid  up  on  or  before  the  30th  October,  1880, 
after  which  date  no  shares  will  be  issued,  and  shares  not  paid  up 
by  that  time  will  not  be  entitled  to  rank  against  the  property 
(if  any)  realised.” 


THE  CHADWICK  ASSOCIATION. 


SFotnt  lUpovI 

OF 

Mr.  EDMUND  CHADWICK,  Chairman,  and  Mr.  JAMES 
BOARDMAN,  Secretary. 


To  the  Members  of  the  Chadwick  Association. 

N or  about  New  Year’s  Day,  1879,  a convention  of 
Members  of  the  Chadwick  family  in  America  was 
called  at  Ithaca,  in  the  State  of  New  York,  as  a 
central  place  convenient  for  general  access.  It 
was  largely  attended,  and  it  was  then  and  there 
resolved  that  an  association,  to  be  called  “ The 
Tompkins  and  Cayuga  Chadwick  Association  ” 
should  be  formed  for  the  purpose  of  uniting 
general  action  in  an  investigation  as  to  Sir  Andrew 
Chadwick’s  property,  and  if  possible  of  securing  it. 

Mr.  Joseph  Bradford  Chadwick,  of  Des  Moines,  Iowa, 
U.S.A.,  was  appointed  secretary,  and  instructed  to  take  passage 
for  Europe  with  the  object  of  setting  on  foot  personal  inquiry. 
This  he  proceeded  to  do,  but  his  departure  from  America  was 
delayed  till  the  spring  was  far  advanced,  chiefly  in  consequence 
of  ineffectual  efforts  which  he  made  to  obtain  the  adherence 
and  co-operation  of  some  Chadwicks  of  much  pretension  in 
Philadelphia.  He  landed  in  England  in  April  or  May,  1879. 
After  spending  several  months  in  this  country  in  collecting 
information  and  official  copies  of  documents,  principally 
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Chancery  Bills  and  Decrees,  he  returned  to  New  York  about  midsummer, 
1879,  and  shortly  afterwards  printed  and  distributed  a report  of  his 
proceedings  in  Europe,  extracts  from  which  will  be  found  hereinafter. 
In  August,  1880,  he  arrived  a second  time  in  England  for  the  purpose  of 
further  prosecuting  his  inquiries  into  the  affairs  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick. 
We  determined,  therefore,  that  if  there  were  any  real  or  personal  estate 
of  the  late  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  the  Chadwicks  on  this  side  of  the 
Atlantic  should  not  lose  the  benefit  of  any  documents  or  papers  that  might 
be  of  value  in  investigating  one  of  the  most  romantic  and  extraordinary 
cases  that  has  ever  been  brought  before  the  Courts  of  Law  or  Equity.  We 
were  forced  by  circumstances  over  which  we  had  then  no  control,  and 
which  have  been  reported  from  time  to  time  to  the  committee,  to  spend 
considerable  sums  of  money  in  order  to  secure  proper  protection  to  what 
we  deemed  to  be  the  rights  of  the  Chadwicks  in  Great  Britain.  It  was 
stated  that  the  American  secretary  had  come  fortified  with  at  least 
£1,500  for  the  purpose  of  making  searches  and  prosecuting  the  case,  and 
“ taking  back  with  him  the  whole  of  the  property  said  to  be  lying  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery  awaiting  a claimant.”  Having  that  difficulty  to  contend 
with,  delays  occurred,  and  we  were  forced  out  of  the  direct  groove,  until  we 
saw  that  the  newly  arrived  representative  possessed  few  or  no  valuable  or 
important  documents  and  little  information.  Discovering  that  it  was  the 
proposal  of  Mr.  Joseph  Bradford  Chadwick  (the  American  secretary)  that 
your  funds  should  be  handed  over  to  him,  and  that  no  inquiry  should  be 
made  as  to  how  such  funds  were  to  be  applied,  we  called  a meeting  of  the 
committee  on  the  second  of  October,  1880,  and  brought  before  them  the 
fact  that  he  had  intended  that  the  American  and  the  English  Associations 
should  amalgamate,  but  that  he  should  be  made  the  holder  or  treasurer  of 
your  subscriptions ! To  this  we  strongly  objected,  and  it  was  then  resolved 
that  we  should  not  contribute  one  penny  towards  his  expenses  in  searching 
for  information  in  this  country,  but  that  each  Association  should  prosecute 
its  own  inquiries,  and  obtain  counsel’s  opinion,  and  if,  afterwards,  it  were 
thought  advisable,  then  the  two  Associations  should  combine;  but  the  funds 
were  to  be  deposited  in  a bank  in  joint  names  for  the  purpose  of  prosecuting 
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any  suit  that  it  might  be  considered  advisable  to  institute.  Mr.  Joseph 
Bradford  Chadwick  set  sail  for  America  on  the  twenty-first  of  October, 

1880;  and,  although  he  had  previously  agreed  to  contribute  half  the  No  part  of 

expense  con- 

expenses  for  working  up  the  information,  he  has  not  as  yet  remitted  tributed  by 

America. 

anything. 

In  his  report,  dated  August  15th,  1879,  to  the  members  of  the 
Tompkins  and  Cayuga  Chadwick  Association  Mr.  Joseph  Bradford 
Chadwick  said 

“In  culling  over  my  mass  of  documents  and  data  I am  somewhat  Extracts  from 

American 

embarrassed  in  my  desire  to  make  my  report  treble  its  present  size,  report, 
and  yet  withhold  from  the  public  and  possible  competitors  proof 
which  may  in  time  and  under  certain  conditions  become  weapons  in 
unfriendly  hands,  by  forewarning  them  as  to  the  extent  of  our  knowledge 
and  proofs. 

“It  is  for  you  to  say.  I have  no  axe  to  grind  in  whose  edge  you  are 
not  interested.  I am  gaining  in  years,  and,  like  the  majority  of  yourselves, 

I have  no  fear  of  an  unprovided  future  if  we  never  get  a Bank  of  England 
note.  I think  I may  add,  however,  that,  in  common  with  most  of  Adam’s 
children,  I am  not  unwilling  to  obtain  more  of  this  world’s  goods  in  an 
honourable  way,  if  reasonable  exertion  will  effect  the  same. 

“While  it  is  true  that  in  case  John  of  Westleigh’s  descendants  refuse 
to  make  amicable  restitution  a litigation  might  prove  somewhat  expensive, 
yet  I am  on  every  hand  assured  of  so  much  recently  developed  interest 
that  I am  sure  enough  new  members  will  join  us  to  render  unnecessary 
any  larger  contribution  than  was  before  made. 

“ Although  the  distance  may  deter  many  who  would  wish  to 
be  with  us,  yet  Ithaca  being  a central  railroad  point,  I hope  to  meet 
delegates  from  almost  every  state  in  the  Union.  I am  confident  that 
our  wisdom  in  so  far  avoiding  all  estate  sharps  in  the  person  of  claim 
attorneys  has  been  productive  of  the  very  best  results.  We  have  thus 
early  in  our  history  as  an  association  obtained  all  the  important  data 
which  through  ordinary  channels  it  would  have  taken  years  to  glean, 
had  it  been  secured  at  all. 
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As  to  the  money  standing  to  the  credit  of  Sir  Andrew  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  the  following  letter  from  the  Chief  Accountant  of  the  Bank 
of  England  is  the  best  evidence : — 

Bank  of  England,  E.C. 

‘“Sir, — In  answer  to  your  letter,  I have  to  acquaint  you  that  there 
does  not  appear  to  be  any  account  in  any  of  the  Funds  in  the  names 
mentioned  by  you.  There  is  an  amount  of  ^i/doo,1  3 per  cent  Annuities, 
1751,  in  the  names  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  Rev.  Samuel  Grove,  with 
dividends  from  July,  1768,  unreceived,  which  has  been  paid  over  to  the 
Commissioners  for  the  Reduction  of  the  National  Debt,  and  could  probably 
only  be  restored  under  an  order  of  the  High  Court  of  Justice,  Chancery 
Division, 

“ ‘ I am,  sir, 

“ ‘ Your  obedient  servant, 

(Signed)  “ ‘ H.  G.  Aylmer, 

“ K Chief  Acct.’ 

“ I am  legally  advised,  and  the  Bank  appears  to  admit,  that  this  sum 
with  accrued  interest  is  recoverable  by  somebody.  By  the  compounding 
of  interest  alone  the  aggregated  amount  to-day  would  prove  a very  great 
sum.  That  the  present  holder  of  the  title  to  the  real  estate  of  Sir  Andrew 
has  not  instituted  a suit  in  Chancery  for  its  recovery  is  one  of  the  puzzling 
queries  that  projects  itself.  It  may  be  that  he  is  satisfied  with  the  real 
property  alone,  and  prefers  to  enjoy  it  unmolested  to  again  agitating  the 
question  of  heirship  which  might  evolve  an  American  claimant  with  better 
legal  title  to  both.” 

The  foregoing  paragraphs  require  no  comment  from  us.  We  may, 
however,  be  permitted  to  remark  that  if  due  diligence  (that  inestimable 
quality  our  forefathers  are  stated  to  have  lacked)  had  been  exercised  by  the 
author  of  the  report  from  which  the  foregoing  extracts  are  taken  (and  if 
want  of  funds  was  the  cause  in  the  one  case  it  certainly  was  not  in  the 
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other),  a second  visit  to  England  would  have  been  unnecessary.  That 
there  was  real  estate  there  can  be  no  doubt ; but  it  has  long  since  been 
appropriated,  and  our  laws  now  bar  any  attempt  of  a claimant,  whether  he 
be  an  American  or  an  Englishman,  from  securing  it. 

Finding  that  some  valuable  and  important  documents  with  reference 
to  previous  suits  which  had  taken  from  ten  to  fifteen  years  to  get  up  were 
in  the  hands  of  a solicitor  in  London,  and  that  it  was  necessary  that  we 
should  proceed  to  the  metropolis  to  investigate  the  public  and  other 
records,  we  left  on  the  28th  of  October,  1880,  and  made  arrangements  for 
securing  the  papers  referred  to,  upon  which  he  claimed  to  have  a lien  of 
over  £ 200 , but  which  we  ultimately  obtained  for  the  very  reasonable 
sum  of  20  guineas.  With  regard  to  these  documents  we  may  add  that 
by  promptitude  of  action  they  were  saved  from  being  conveyed  to 
America ; and  even  if  we  had  had  to  pay  a larger  sum  for  them  we  feel 
convinced  that  we  should  have  been  justified  in  recommending  the 
payment,  inasmuch  as  the  information  they  contain  has  saved  the 
Association  between  ^300  and  £400,  and  probably  more. 

We  continued  our  tedious  and  difficult  researches  in  the  Public  Record 
Office,  Somerset  House,  and  various  places,  and  discovered  that  through 
want  of  timely  diligence  on  the  part  of  our  forefathers  a vast  amount  of 
valuable  real  estate  had  been  lost  to  the  Chadwick  posterity.  How  this 
happened  will  be  ascertained  from  a perusal  of  the  explanatory  or  separate 
report  of  the  secretary  and  treasurer,  Mr.  James  Boardman. 

By  the  kind  assistance  of  Mr.  John  Oldfield  Chadwick  (for  whose  “Life 
and  History  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick,”  written  free  of  cost  to  the  Associa- 
tion, and  the  report  respecting  the  personal  estate  which  forms  the  first 
part  of  this  book,  the  members  of  the  Association  will,  we  are  sure,  feel 
indebted)  we  were  able  to  obtain  all  the  information  which  had  taken  him 
many  years  to  accumulate,  and  with  his  aid  we  were  put  on  the  track  for 
finding  the  title  deeds  and  records  having  reference  to  the  whole  of  the 
estates  of  Sir  Andrew  at  his  death.  The  proceedings  are  engrossed  on 
skins  of  parchment  and  are  very  large  and  voluminous.  They  had  lain 
in  the  Tower  of  London  about  90  years,  and  through  damp  the  writing  in 
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some  instances  was  almost  illegible,  but,  with  perseverance,  the  whole  of  the 
documents  were  carefully  perused  by  us,  and  the  most  important  parts  of 
them  were  copied. 

It  may  be  asked  why  we  did  not  in  the  first  instance  proceed  to 
London  with  a view  of  ascertaining  whether  or  not  there  was  any  estate, 
and  whether  it  could  be  secured,  instead  of  expending  time  and  money  in 
obtaining  certificates  and  other  documents  in  Lancashire.  Our  answer  to 
this  is,  that  we  were  not  then  in  possession  of  all  the  necessary  particulars 
for  that  purpose. 

In  addition  to  the  fact  that  counsel  does  not  advise  us  to  commence 
proceedings,  we  hope  we  shall  be  able  to  convince  you,  by  overwhelming 
evidence,  that  there  are  insurmountable  difficulties  which  would  preclude 
all  possibility  of  obtaining  any  estate  which  might  be  in  Chancery  ; we 
shall,  moreover,  be  able  to  show  that  we  have  fulfilled  what  we  determined 
at  the  outset  to  accomplish,  and  that  we  have  obtained,  in  a very  short 
space  of  time,  and  at  very  little  expense,  all  the  important  data  required  for 
settling  this  question,  and  which  through  ordinary  channels  it  would  have 
taken  years  to  collect. 

Some  of  the  members  of  this  Association  have  alleged  that  a 
fraud  was  perpetrated  by  Mr.  John  Chadwick  (hereinafter  called  John 
of  Westleigh).  It  appears  that  John  of  Westleigh  claimed  to  be  the  eldest 
son  of  Thomas  Chadwick,  of  Tack  Lee,  by  Betty  Hopwood,  his  second 
wife.  We  have  proof  by  unimpeachable  evidence  that  Thomas  Chadwick, 
the  father  of  John  of  Westleigh,  had  three  children  by  his  first  wife,  Betty 
Howarth,  viz. : — Martha,  Joseph  (who  married  Jane  Nuttall),  and  Thomas. 
This  Joseph  had  a son  named  Thomas;  and  Joseph  Chadwick,  of  Unsworth, 
is  the  heir-at-law  (under  the  pedigree  admitted  by  the  Court)  from  James, 
the  second  son  of  Robert,  down  to  the  first  Thomas  mentioned  herein. 
Reference  to  the  pedigree  after  page  98  will  show  the  descent.  In  submitting 
his  pedigree  to  the  Court,  John  of  Westleigh  stated  that  his  father,  Thomas, 
had  two  children  by  his  first  wife,  both  of  whom  died  in  infancy,  well 
knowing  that  between  the  two  children  (Martha  and  Thomas)  there  had 
been  born  a son,  the  said  Joseph,  who  lived  to  the  age  of  fifty-nine,  married 
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Jane  Nuttall,  and  had  issue.  The  direct  heirs-at-law  were  dead  at  the 
time  that  John  of  Westleigh  prosecuted  his  claim  in  1840.  The  present 
heir,  being  then  only  fifteen  years  of  age,  knew  nothing  of  the  rights  of  his 
ancestors.  There  is  sufficient  evidence  of  its  kind  to  prove  that  John  of 
Westleigh  was  illegitimate  in  consequence  of  being  the  issue  of  a bigamous 
marriage,  being  the  son  of  Thomas  Chadwick  and  Betty  Hopwood,  whose 
husband,  William  Hopwood,  was  living  at  that  time,  so  far  as  the  affidavits 
show.  It  would  appear  from  the  close  of  one  of  the  cases  brought  in  the 
Court  against  John  of  Westleigh  that  if  a certificate,  proving  the  marriage 
of  Betty  Hopwood,  nee  Diggle,  with  William  Hopwood,  had  been  produced 
the  case  might  have  ended  differently.  We  have  obtained  that  certificate, 
but  with  this  alone  there  is,  unfortunately,  not  sufficient  warranty  to  induce 
us  to  take  up  the  matter  from  that  point.  On  reference  to  the  affidavits  (if 
they  are  to  be  relied  upon)  we  feel  convinced  that  you  will  easily  see  that 
John  of  Westleigh  had  no  claim  to  the  property  which  he  subsequently 
acquired.  Fraud,  misrepresentation,  and  deception  seem  to  have  been 
practised  indiscriminately  by  all  parties  concerned  in  the  case,  which 
ultimately  resulted  in  favour  of  John  of  Westleigh. 

It  is  stated  that  Squire  Guest  and  William  Guest  should  have 
received  £2,000  for  working  out  the  pedigree  making  John  of  Westleigh 
a Chadwick  ; but  he  was  not  a Chadwick  at  all.  It  is  also  stated  that 
William  Guest  went  to  Haslingden  Church,  but  failed  to  find  the  name 
of  James  Chadwick,  and  that  subsequently  Squire  Guest  and  one 
Charles  Chadwick,  an  uncle  of  the  present  heir-at-law,  paid  a visit  to  the 
registry  and,  in  the  absence  of  the  vicar,  cut  from  the  register  the  leaf  As  to  extract- 
containing  the  baptism  or  burial  of  James  or  Jacobus,  the  second  son  of  register.  r°m 
Robert,  of  Carter  Place,  the  eldest  uncle  of  Sir  Andrew,  and  from  whose 
line  John  of  Westleigh  claimed  to  be  a descendant.  It  is  reported  that  in 
the  registry  they  were  supplied  with  wine  and  biscuits,  and  left  by  the  then 
vicar  to  pursue  their  evil  design  unmolested.  The  leaf  cut  from  the 
book  was  not  produced  to  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  when  the  suit  of  Ezra 
Chadwick  v.  John  Chadwick,  in  1871,  was  brought  before  him.  The  case 
was  adjourned  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  plaintiffs  to  produce  the 
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register  to  show  that  a leaf  had  been  extracted  therefrom.  But  the  Master 
could  not,  when  the  register  was  produced,  be  convinced  that  a leaf  had 
been  extracted,  and  added  that  “ if  the  brothers  Guest  had  cut  the  leaf  out 
their  first  object  would  have  been  to  destroy  all  trace  of  it.”  It  did  not, 
however,  suggest  itself  to  the  Master  that  since  the  £2,000  had  not  been 
paid  by  John  of  Westleigh  (after  he  obtained  possession  of  the  property)  to 
the  brothers  Guest,  Squire  Guest  held  it  as  a threat  over  John  of  Westleigh 
for  the  purpose  of  compelling  payment  in  money  from  time  to  time.  The 
leaf,  with  other  documents,  was  bequeathed  by  Squire  Guest  to  the  present 
heir,  Joseph  Chadwick,  of  Unsworth,  and  we  are  informed  that  on  two 
occasions  it  was  shown  him  during  the  lifetime  of  the  former,  but  only 
under  the  promise  that  no  steps  would  be  taken  until  after  his  death,  the 
inference  being  that  Squire  Guest  was  afraid  of  being  prosecuted 
criminally.  Many  of  our  members  are  inclined  to  believe  that  James,  the 
second  son  of  Robert,  of  Carter  Place,  and  first  uncle  of  Sir  Andrew,  never 
had  issue,  and  died  unmarried,  notwithstanding  that  a line  of  descent  from 
him  was  submitted  to  and  accepted,  as  correct,  by  the  court.  We  have 
found  it  stated  that  Ann,  the  sister  of  Robert,  of  Carter  Place,  had  an 
illegitimate  son  named  James  by  one  James  Hardman,  and  that  this  Ann 
went  to  Ireland  after  the  birth  of  the  child,  who,  at  the  age  of  twenty-four, 
came  back  to  Carter  Place  to  manage  the  estate  of  his  grandfather,  Robert 
Chadwick,  and  he  would  then  be  about  the  age  of  the  uncle  James’s 
descendants,  if  he  had  any,  hence  the  assumed  descent  of  James  or  Jacobus. 
But  we  cannot  corroborate  these  statements,  and  mention  them  here  only 
to  show  the  complexities  attendant  upon  an  investigation  of  this  kind. 

On  reference  to  the  explanatory  or  separate  report  of  Mr.  James 
Boardman,  following  this,  it  will  be  seen  that  from  the  fact  of  the  property 
having  been  disposed  of,  and  held  for  a period  of  twelve  years,  no  claimant 
can  now  come  forward  and  disturb  the  present  holders ; and  as  we  dis- 
covered when  in  London,  from  documents  issued  by  the  court,  that  the 
present  heir  could  not  have  been  ignorant  of  John  of  Westleigh  having 
possession  of  the  property,  there  can  be  no  successful  allegation  of 
concealed  fraud. 
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The  report  of  Mr.  John  Oldfield  Chadwick  respecting  the  personal 
estate  is  fully  endorsed  by  us.  We  may,  however,  add  that  in  the  course 
of  our  researches  we  discovered  that  a sum  of  £535.  17s.  od.  was  found  by 
Mrs.  Caroline  Glover  secreted  in  drawers  in  the  house  of  Sir  Andrew,  and 
was  deposited  at  Messrs.  Hoare  & Co.’s  bank  in  Fleet  Street.  We  have 
made  inquiries  there,  but  no  trace  of  this  item  can  be  found  as  the  following 
letter  will  show:-  „37_  F|ee,  g,^ 

„ gjr  “London,  20th  November,  1880. 

“ In  reply  to  your  letter  we  acquaint  you  that  we  are  unable  to  give 
the  information  you  require.  ,<  are  gjr 

“Chas.  Hoare  & Co.” 


Even  if  the  amount  had  not  been  paid  out  it  would  not  belong  to  the 
descendants  of  Sir  Andrew,  the  decree  of  April,  1770,  having  barred  all 
except  Alexander  Scott  from  receiving  any  moneys.1 

In  reference  to  the  shares  in  the  New  River  Water  Company  which 
it  has  been  repeatedly  stated  were  held  by  Sir  Andrew,  we  have  made 
inquiries,  and  the  following  are  copies  of  letters  received  in  response 
thereto.  We  think  we  may  banish  from  our  minds  any  notion  that  Sir 
Andrew  ever  had  a single  share  in  the  company,  not  to  mention  “ three  - 
fourths  of  the  shares.”  The  following  letters  will  testify  this  : — 

“ On  receipt  of  your  letter  this  morning,  I myself  referred  to  the  books 
of  1750  to  1790,  but  failed  to  find  the  name  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick. 

“ Yours  faithfully, 

(Signed)  “Jas.  Searle.” 


“Dear  Sir,  “Temple,  14th  October,  1880. 

“ Sir  Andrew  Chadwick , dece'd. 

“We  have  seen  the  secretary  of  the  New  River  Company  to-day  upon 
the  subject  of  your  letter,  and,  as  we  rather  anticipated,  he  refused  to 
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produce  the  share  register  of  the  company,  giving  as  his  reason  that  the 
company  is  not  incorporated  under  any  Act  of  Parliament  which  entitles 
the  public  to  inspect  their  list  of  shareholders  or  other  documents,  it  being 
incorporated  by  charter  and  its  property  freehold.  Your  letter  is  silent  as 
to  who  instructs  you,  but  the  secretary  informed  us,  in  case  you  were  acting 
for  a claimant,  that  there  were  no  shares  remaining  unclaimed.  If  your 
client  is  a registered  shareholder,  of  course  there  will  be  no  difficulty  in 
obtaining  any  information  you  require. 

“Yours  truly, 

(Signed)  “ Milne,  Riddle,  & Mellor.” 

With  regard  to  the  £100  three  per  cent  annuities,  we  have,  however, 
to  inform  you  that  after  inquiries  made  by  us  at  the  Bank  of  England  the 
sum  of  £100  ( and  not  ,£1,000,  as  stated  by  Mr.  Joseph  Bradford  Chadwick 
in  his  report  to  the  members  of  the  Tompkins  and  Cayuga  Chadwick 
Association),  that  £100  which  appears  to  have  belonged  to  a parish 
charity,  was  deposited  in  the  joint  names  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick 
and  the  Rev.  Samuel  Grove  as  trustees.  The  money  having  been  held 
in  trust,  it  cannot  be  claimed  by  any  of  the  Chadwick  family. 

In  consequence  of  the  contradictory  names  and  dates  in  the  pedigrees 
which  have  been  sent  to  us,  we  have  not  thought  it  advisable  to  print  any 
except  the  one  having  direct  reference  to  our  investigation. 

We  hope  that  our  members  and  their  descendants  will  never  allow 
themselves  to  be  led  away  under  the  impression  that  a large  sum  of 
money  is  in  the  Bank  of  England  or  “ in  the  Court  of  CJiancery  waiting 
to  be  claimed.”  No  matter  what  misleading  advertisements,  reports,  or 
statements  may  be  inserted  in  the  newspapers  or  made  by  any  person 
or  persons  wishing  to  make  capital,  we  can  unquestionably  prove  that 
there  is  no  personal  estate  or  money  to  be  fought  for  by  you  ; and,  as 
to  the  real  estate  or  property,  the  explanatory  or  separate  report  of 
Mr.  James  Boardman  will  show  beyond  doubt  that  it  will  be  useless  to 
attempt  to  commence  any  proceedings  for  its  recovery.  The  members 
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will,  we  hope,  have  the  satisfaction  of  knowing  that  the  rising  generation 
will  not  be  brought  up  under  the  hallucination  that  it  is  unnecessary  for 
them  to  work  for  their  own  living,  and  that  a large  amount  of  property, 
worth,  as  has  been  foolishly  stated,  not  only  in  England  but  in  America, 
“ millions  of  money ,”  is  awaiting  a claimant. 

We  have  never  on  any  occasion  asserted  that  there  was  either  property 
or  money  awaiting  a claimant,  but  have  strictly  adhered  to  our  original  in- 
tention of  investigating,  proving,  and  then  reporting  whether  or  not  there 
was  anything  to  be  obtained.  Our  objects  having  been  fully  carried  out, 
we  sincerely  hope  that,  although  we  are  unable  to  show  that  there  is  a 
recoverable  and  divisible  estate,  we  have  considerable  satisfaction  in  the 
conviction  that  we  shall  be  saved  from  spending  money  (probably  £ 2,000 
or  £3,006)  fruitlessly  in  trying  to  obtain  property  which  can  never  be 
recovered,  and  that  all  the  members  will  by  their  own  industry  and  savings 
be  able  to  build  up  fortunes  of  their  own  getting.  We  may  indeed  readily 
believe  that  our  forefathers  in  many  instances  have  spent  a great  portion 
of  their  earnings  with  the  view  of  obtaining  the  estate  which  has  often 
been  reported  to  have  been  left  by  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick ; but  the  legal 
aspect  of  such  report  and  the  real  condition  of  such  estate  have  never 
before  been  thoroughly  and  honestly  investigated.  Instances  have  come 
to  our  knowledge  where  £1,000,  £2,000,  and  even  £3,000  have  been  spent, 
but  without  result. 

EDMUND  CHADWICK, 

Chairman. 

JAMES  BOARDMAN, 

Secretary  and  Treasurer. 


26,  Pall  Mall,  Manchester, 
April,  1881. 
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AS  TO  THE  REAL  ESTATE. 

HERE  seems  to  be  no  doubt  that  when  Sir  Andrew  As  to  real 

estate. 

Chadwick  died  in  1768,  he  was  possessed  of  a con- 
siderable fortune  in  real  and  personal  estate. 

From  documentary  evidence,  official  and  private,  Introduction, 
it  would  appear  that  it  was  his  intention  to  dispose  of 
such  estates  absolutely  by  will  ; but  although  his 
wishes  in  regard  to  such  disposal  were  from  time  to 
time  specifically  related  by  him  in  his  own  hand- 
writing— such  handwriting  being  in  all  instances 
singularly  fragmentary  and  spasmodic,  but  quite  intel- 
ligible— yet  never  in  any  one  instance  were  his  dispositions 
made  in  full  accordance  with  the  formulae  of  the  law  then 
existent  relating  to  wills. 

The  consequence  of  all  thi9  was  that  his  personal  estate  was  ad- 
ministered in  terms  of  the  will  by  decree  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,1  but 
with  regard  to  his  real  estate  he  died  virtually  intestate. 


Note.— The  shield  appended  to  the  initial 
letter  bears  the  arms  of  Chadwick  and 
Humfrey  impaled  as  follows : — 

Per  pale  as  baron  and  femme. 

Dexter. — Gules,  an  inescutcheon  within 


an  orle  of  martlets  argent,  for  Chad- 
wick. 

Sinister. — Sable,  a chevron  engrailed  or 
between  three  bezants  : on  a chief  of  the 
second  a rose,  gules,  between  two  fleurs 
de  lis,  azure,  for  Humfrey, 
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The  real  estate  then  devolved  to  the  hereditary  representative  of  the 
intestate,  and  it  was  at  once  taken  possession  of  by  Sarah  Law , the  first 
cousin  of  Sir  Andrew } 

Strange  as  it  may  seem  to  the  present  generation  (yet  allowance  must 
be  made  for  the  difficulties  experienced  in  those  days  by  the  comparative 
absence  of  intelligence  and  the  difficulties  of  conveyance  to  and  from 
London  when,  metaphorically  speaking,  the  metropolis  was  further  from 
Lancashire  than  New  York  in  these  days),  although  actual  possession  was 
taken  of  Sir  Andrew’s  house  and  furniture,  and  of  the  accruing  rents  of  his 
realty,  and  notwithstanding  that  many  attempts  were  made  to  establish 
heirship  to  the  trust  properties  then  outstanding,  and  which  would  appear 
to  have  been  of  doubtful  tenure  at  that  time,  it  was  not  until  1842  that 
an  heir-at-law  established  his  claim,  and,  by  virtue  thereof,  assumed  the 
ownership.  Every  one  knows  what  a cloud  of  ignorance  in  connection 
with  legal  matters  overspread  the  country  one  hundred  years  ago. 


THE  PROPERTY  VESTED  IN  fOHN  CHADWICK. 

The  heir-at-law  (admitted  by  the  court  in  the  absence  of  any  who 
could  prove  a better  title)  was  Mr.  John  Chadwick,  of  Westleigh,  herein- 
after called  “John  of  Westleigh,”  formerly  of  Bury,  in  the  county  of 
Lancaster,  colliery  manager. 

This  report  is  intended  to  deal  only  with  the  real  property  of  the 
intestate,  and  to  show  what  of  such  estate  existed  at  Sir  Andrew’s 
decease,  what  was  afterwards  appropriated  by  the  recognised  heir-at-law, 
and  what  (if  any)  remains  subsequently  to  be  recovered  for  entitled 
litigants.  And  to  this  will  be  added,  as  intelligibly  as  it  can  be,  a 
statement  of  the  weak  points  in  the  legal  armour  of  the  claimant  or  his 
representatives,  and  the  reasonableness  from  technical  and  common 
premises  of  attempting  or  otherwise  to  disturb  his  or  their  position. 
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Taking  the  scheduled  statement  of  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  (the 
intestate’s  widow)  as  the  most  reliable  evidence  nozv  as  to  what  her 
late  husband  died  possessed  of,  we  have  the  particulars  copied  in  the 
documentary  portion1  of  this  report,  from  which  it  will  be  seen  that  John 
Chadwick  secured  only  a small  portion  of  the  whole  property. 

Assuming,  however,  that  unclaimed  property  still  exists  in  addition 
to  that  already  ascertained  and  now  in  the  actual  possession  of  John 
Chadwick’s  representatives,  and  assuming  that  the  title  of  any  new 
claimant  could  be  morally  established,  what  would  be  the  attitude  of 
such  claimant  according  to  law?  In  order  to  answer  this  question  we 
must  deal  as  well  as  we  can  with  the  judgment  of  Vice-Chancellor  Stuart 
in  “ Chadwick  versus  Chadwick.”2 

That  judgment,  as  to  its  equitable  dealing  or  its  matters  of  mere 
evidence,  might  by  circumstances  and  facts,  and  additional  evidence  pro- 
cured by  me,  be  overruled  ; as  for  instance  the  disparity  in  evidence  as  to 
dates  of  death  might,  at  least  in  one  or  two  instances,  be  reconciled  ; and 
what  was  then  said  to  be  wanting,  namely,  the  certificate  of  the  marriage 
of  William  Hopwood  and  the  mother  of  the  defendant,  which  took  place  at 
Middleton  Church,  can  now  be  supplied  (a  copy  of  this  certificate  is 
printed  in  the  Appendix)3  together  with  overwhelming  evidence  that  has 
been  adduced  by  people  who  seem  to  have  known  John  Chadwick  better 
than  he  knew  himself. 

Moreover,  in  any  new  attempt  the  form  of  procedure,  which  in  the 
case  of  “James  Chadwick  versus  John  Chadwick”  was  substantially  wrong, 
could  now  be  rectified ; and  instead  of  asking  that  the  beneficial  owners, 
whether  properly  so  or  not,  should  be  by  the  action  of  the  court  con- 
stituted trustees  for  the  claimant,  petition  the  court  to  set  aside  the  orders 
made  in  the  former  suit  on  the  ground  of  unsullied  title  to  be  clearly 
proved  and  established. 

Full  copies  of  the  Master’s  reports  and  the  orders  thereon  are  set  out 
in  the  Appendix.  These  reports  and  orders  are  in  substance  the  winding 
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up  of  the  application  by  John  of  Westleigh  to  the  court  to  establish  his 
claim  as  heir-at-law  to  the  estate,  previous  to  the  conveyance  to  him  of 
such  estate;  and,  as  will  be  seen  on  reading  them,  they  clearly  trace  the 
title  of  John  Chadwick  to  the  property  of  which  he  became  possessed 
thereunder,  from  the  death  of  Sir  Andrew  in  1768  down  to  the  death  of 
John  Chadwick’s  father,  Thomas  Chadwick,  intestate,  upon  which  the 
property  vested  in  John  Chadwick  as  his  only  surviving  son  and  heir- 
at-law. 

It  will  be  gathered  also  from  these  documents  that  no  inconsiderable 
difficulty  has  been,  and  must  be,  experienced  by  persons  who  have  dealt 
with  or  may  deal  with  the  question  (as  has  been  felt  by  myself)  in  arriving 
at  any  clear  conclusion  as  to  what  of  the  real  estate  beyond  that  con- 
veyed to  John  of  Westleigh  remains  to  be  claimed,  from  the  fact  that  the 
heirs-at-law  or  legal  representatives  of  the  trustees  of  the  late  Sir  Andrew 
(William  Compton  and  Samuel  Horsey)  are  not  to  be  found,  and  in  them 
would  be  vested  as  such  trustees  the  only  intelligible  portion  of  Sir 
Andrew’s  estate.  In  consequence  of  this  difficulty  a trustee  had  to  be 
appointed  specially  by  the  court  in  the  person  of  Mr.  Joseph  Woodcock, 
who  then  represented  the  original  trustees  so  far  as  that  could  be  done,  and 
conveyed  the  property  to  John  Chadwick,  of  Westleigh.  In  the  absence  of 
documentary  evidence,  for  which  diligent  searches  have  been  made  by  me, 
I am  unable  to  trace  any  real  estate  now  awaiting  a claimant  beyond  that 
conveyed  to  John  of  Westleigh,  and  even  if  any  such  could  be  traced 
we  should  be  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 

The  short  statement  then  appears  to  be,  judging  from  what  has  gone 
before,  that  Sir  Andrew  died  leaving,  besides  personal  estate,  53  houses  or 
thereabouts,  of  which  all  that  were  freehold  passed  at  once  into  the 
possession  of  Sarah  Law  in  1768} 

And  that  out  of  this  only  eleven  houses,  with  their  appurtenances, 
were  conveyed  to  John  of  Westleigh. 
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The  following  is  a statement  of  particulars  of  these  eleven  houses, 
taken  from  the  Record  and  Writ  Clerk’s  Office  : — 


r It  is  shown  by  paragraphs  9 and  10  of  the  bill,  filed  Feb. 
11,  1859,  by  James  Chadwick  against  John  Chadwick,  that  the 
property  belonging  to  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick,  conveyed  in  trust 
to  Samuel  Horsey,  consisted  of  a parcel  of  land  and  six  houses, 
numbered  41,  42,  43,  44,  and  45,  on  the  south  side  of  Broad 
^ Street,  and  No.  6,  Cambridge  Street. 


By  paragraphs  1 1 and  14  it  appears  that  the  property 
conveyed  by  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  to  William  Compton,  as 
trustee,  consisted  of  a plot  of  ground  and  three  houses,  numbers 
1,  2,  and  3,  on  the  east  side  of  Poland  Street. 


2 ^ 


By  paragraphs  17  and  18  it  appears  that  the  further 
property  conveyed  by  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  to  William  Comp- 
ton, as  trustee,  consisted  of  a plot  of  ground  adjoining  the  last 
named,  with  two  houses  thereon,  numbered  4 and  5 on  the  east 
side  of  Poland  Street. 


Statement 
and  parti- 
culars of 
property 
secured  by 
John  in  1842. 
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THE  LION  BREWERY* 

Prominent  amongst  the  real  estate  at  one  time  belonging  to  the  late  Sir 
Andrew  was  the  brewery,* 1  No.  50,  Broad  Street,  Golden  Square,  which  so 
shocked  the  sensibilities  of  our  American  friend.  This  was  and  still  is 
called  “The  Lion  Brewery,”  now  in  the  occupation  of  Messrs.  John 
Huggins  & Co.,  and  no  doubt  is  a piece  of  exceedingly  valuable  property, 
and  in  itself  sufficient  to  arouse  the  earnest  seeking  of  the  most  callous 
searcher  after  fortune.  In  order  to  establish  his  right  at  law  to  the 
brewery,  the  claimant,  John  of  Westleigh,  filed  a “bill  of  discovery,” 
the  proceedings  in  respect  whereof  are  reported  in  the  226th  number  of 
the  “Jurist,”  dated  May  8,  1841.  To  this  bill  the  defendants  (Messrs. 
Broadwood  and  others)  pleaded  the  Statute  of  Limitations  (3  and  4 
Wm.  IV.  c.  27)  averring  as  evidence  of  adverse  possession  that  they  had 
been  in  possession  of  the  premises  for  20  years  and  upwards  without  paying 
rent.  This  plea  was  overruled,  leave  being  given  to  the  plaintiff  to  amend  his 
bill  and  for  the  defendants  to  plead  de  novo.  An  amended  bill  was  filed 
tracing  the  plaintiffs  descent  from  Sir  Andrew  and  claiming  that  “as  the 
heir-at-law  of  Sir  A.  Chadwick  and  of  the  said  Joseph  Chadwick  and 
Thomas  Chadwick,  upon  the  death  of  the  said  Thomas  Chadwick  ‘he  became 
and  had  since  continued,  and  was  then,  well  seized  and  entitled  of  and  to 
the  said  premises  and  buildings  thereon  for  an  estate  in  fee  simple  absolute 
in  possession,  and  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  have  the  possession  of  the 
said  premises  respectively  delivered  up  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  said  defen- 
dants ; but  the  said  defendants  refused  to  deliver  up  the  same,  &c.’”  Several 


Styled  in  Old  and  New  London  “Golden  Square  Brewery. 

1 See  plan  after  page  84. 
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allegations  were  then  made  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  all  tending  to  show 
the  condition  of  the  defendant’s  tenancy  of  the  premises,  and  certain 
documents  enumerated  tending  also  to  confirm  such  allegations;  and  in 
tracing  the  pedigree  the  plaintiff  stated  that  his  father  was  the  only  son  of 
his  (the  plaintiff’s)  grandfather,  when  he  knew  there  were  four  sons.  To 

this  bill  as  amended  the  defendants  (except  Broadwood)  put  in  a joint 
answer,  claiming  to  be  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  premises  as  lessees 
under  Broadwood,  whom  they  represented  to  have  been  the  purchaser  of 
the  premises  in  fee  simple  for  a valuable  consideration.  The  defendant 
Broadwood  put  in  what  is  called  a negative  plea,  and  after  the  case  was 
argued  on  both  sides,  the  court  carefully  scanned  the  terms  of  the  pleadings 
and  finally  overruled  the  defendant’s  plea,  and  there  seems  to  have  been 
an  end  of  the  matter. 

Why  the  plaintiff,  John  Ghadwick,  did  not  carry  on  the  pursuit  is  of 
course  not  known,  but  his  “ friends ” say  that  the  defendants  had  discovered 
by  rumour  or  otherwise  the  fraud  he  had  perpetrated  in  connection  with 
the  pedigree,  and  that  he  dared  not  continue  the  matter.  They,  with  true 
friendly  acumen , saw  also  in  John’s  desistance  the  clearest  possible  evidence 
of  conscious  guilt. 

But  now  the  brewery  is  clearly  beyond  the  reach  of  any  claimant  who 
might  be  foolish  enough  to  try  for  it,  because  the  time  is  long  since  past 
when  the  possibility  of  success  could  be  anything  beyond  an  idea.  It 
is  true  that  proceedings  might  be  taken  by  anyone  properly  entitled,  and 
the  result  would  inevitably  be  the  simple  wasting  of  a few  hundreds  of 
pounds  for  the  maintenance  of  the  “ Chancery  Division  ” of  Her  Majesty’s 
High  Court  of  Justice. 

Another  piece  of  property  to  which  especial  prominence  is  given  in 
this  report  is  the  Carter  Place  estate  at  Haslingden.  Particulars  of  this 
will  be  found  in  the  next  chapter. 


(LiJiiptCV  jIjHl 


THE  “CAE  TEE  PLACE ” ESTATE. 

MANOR  OF  “ACCRINGTON  OLD  HOLD.” 

Sir  Andrew  On  reference  to  Chapter  II.  of  “The  Life  and  History  of  Sir  Andrew,” 

inherited  this 

his  fath^/r0m  comPoses  the  first  part  of  this  volume,  will  be  found  a lucid  sketch 

of  the  nature  and  peculiarities  of  copyhold  tenure,  in  which  the  author 
(Mr.  J.  O.  Chadwick)  with  much  perspicuity  gives  you  an  account  of 
the  origin  and  progress  of  this  ancient  tenure,  and  of  its  present 
character  and  position  in  the  class  of  real  property  in  this  country. 
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This  having  been  done,  I shall  not  preface  my  remarks  on  the  subject 
with  further  particulars. 

The  gradations  from  villein  tenure  to  that  of  “ holder  ” by  copy  court 
roll  are  historically  developed.  As  feudal  vassalage  in  its  spirit  and  power 
faded  before  the  growing  light  of  civilisation,  it  was  inevitable  that  the 
characteristics  of  that  kind  of  holding  should  be  largely  improved.  At  the 
present  time  the  tenure  is  no  more  than  this,  viz.,  that  either  by  death, 
by  sale  and  purchase,  or  by  conditional  surrender  (which  last  estate 
answers  to  the  ordinary  mortgage  of  an  estate  in  fee  simple),  and  in 
fact  whenever  a change  of  tenant  takes  place,  the  property  is  surrendered 
according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor,  which  involves  the  payment 
of  court  fees  and  a fine  to  the  Lord  or  Lady  of  the  Manor,  of  varying 
amount,  according  to  the  particular  manor,  such  fine  being  the  emblem 
of  fealty  incident  to  the  estate.  There  is  indeed  substantially  but  little 
difference  (if  any)  in  the  marketable  value  existing  between  estates  of 
freehold  and  copyhold  tenure,  and  in  point  of  fact  the  present  law  is  such 
that  the  comparatively  empty  title  of  “ Lord  or  Lady  of  the  Manor  ” may 
be  entirely  swept  away  in  its  relation  to  specific  holdings  by  a prescribed 
method  authorised  by  the  Copyhold  Acts  of  1852  and  more  recent  dates. 
That  method  is  called  the  enfranchisement  of  copyhold  lands,  &c.,  by 
which  the  estate  is  virtually  changed  into  freehold,  in  which  case  the 
tenure  is  of  course  absolutely  and  entirely  the  same  as  any  other  freehold, 
and  equally  the  highest  tenure  or  estate  in  the  land. 

It  may  be  interesting  to  shew  that  in  1768  (the  year  of  Sir  Andrew’s 
death)  the  lords  of  the  aboVe  manor  were  The  Most  Noble  Henry 
Duke  of  Buccleuch,  and  The  Right  Honourable  Edward  Earl  of  Beaulieu  ; 
and  in  the  archives  of  the  court  of  the  manor  are  kept  the  records  of  every 
change  in  title  and  possession  of  the  different  parcels  of  property  which 
constitute  the  manor  of  which  Carter  Place  forms  a part. 

Knowing  how  well  and  anxiously  the  Carter  Place  property  has 
been  sought  after,  I have  felt  desirous  of  finding  out  the  nature  and 
position  of  it,  by  reference  to  the  only  reliable  source,  viz.,  the  court  rolls 
of  the  “ Manor  of  Accrington  Old  Hold  ” themselves,  the  steward’s  offices 


34 


The  Chadwick  Association. 


[Chap. 


and  the  depository  of  the  records  at  Clitheroe,  near  Blackburn,  in 
Lancashire.  In  pursuance  of  such  desire  I went  over  to  Clitheroe 
and  searched  very  carefully  the  voluminous  rolls  or  records  with  the 
object  I have  stated  above,  when  I found  that  soon  after  Sir  Andrew’s 
death,  namely,  on  “the  31st  day  of  May,  in  the  eighth  year  of  the 
reign  of  our  Sovereign  Lord  King  George  the  3rd  over  Great  Britain, 
&c.;”  and  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1768  an  “Inquisition  of  Homagers” 
was  held  at  the  instance  of  Sarah  Law,  of  whom  mention  has  already 
been  made  in  this  volume.1 

This  “ Inquisition  of  Homagers  ” is  in  effect  the  same  thing  in  its 
relation  to  copyhold  property  as  an  inquiry  before  the  Master  in  the 
“ Chancery  Division  of  The  High  Court  of  Justice”  is  in  respect  of  free- 
hold property  or  any  estate  arising  thereout. 

At  the  inquisition  in  1768  which  I have  named  (as  the  custom 
of  that  manor  then  was),  there  were  impannelled  thirteen  copyholders 
or  homagers,  who  were  really  jurors,  for  the  purpose  of  inquiring  into 
the  claim  of  Sarah  Law  to  be  admitted  to  her  fine  of  and  in  all  and 
every  the  premises  therein  set  forth  according  to  the  custom  of  the 
said  manor. 

The  result  of  that  inquiry  or  inquisition  was  that  the  jurors  “ found  ” 
that  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick,  theretofore  of  Golden  Square,  London,  but  late 
of  the  parish  of  St.  James,  Westminster,  knight,  deceased,  died  fined  and 
seized  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  manor  of  and  in  the  premises 
therein  set  forth,  that  being  the  technical  method  of  expressing  ownership  in 
this  description  of  property.  And  they  also  found  that  Sarah  Law,  therein 
described  as  of  Bacup,  within  the  Forest  of  Rossendale  and  county  of 
Lancaster,  widow  and  relict  of  James  Law  (also  therein  described),  was 
first  cousin  qnd  next  heir-at-law  of  the  said  Sir  Andrew,  and  of  full  age, 
and  therefore  ought  to  be  admitted  as  aforesaid.  “ And  thereupon  came 
the  said  Sarah  Law  and  desired  to  be  admitted  to  her  fine,”  which  simply 
means  “admitted  into  possession  of  the  property.” 


1 See  page  94. 
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I have  been  somewhat  formally  particular  in  detailing  to  you  the 
induction  of  Mrs.  Law  to  this  part  of  Sir  Andrew’s  property,  because  she 
took  possession  under  a conclusive  title,  and  thereby  virtually  excluded  all 
other  claimants. 

One  feature  of  this  court  or  inquisition  was,  and  is,  its  comparative 
exclusiveness,  being  held  in  a small  room  before  the  Lords’  “ Steward  ” or 
his  deputy,  and  there  being  no  outside  indications  of  its  existence  beyond 
the  door-plate.  There  is  so  little  of  publicity  about  it  that  the  meetings  of 
parties  to  pass  property  or  to  make  inquiry  into  title  might  be  ordinary 
visits  between  attorney  and  client,  excepting  that  in  most  courts  (for  all 
have  their  own  customs)  in  cases  of  inquisition  it  is  customary  and  im- 
perative upon  the  Steward  to  send  notices  to  all  parties  interested,  so  far 
as  the  records  of  the  manor  disclose  the  names. 

In  this  instance  it  appears  that  notices  of  the  kind  were  sent ; and  in 
order  that  the  parties  attending  might  have  full  knowledge  of  the  pro- 
ceedings “three  proclamations”  were  made  by  the  officer  of  the  court. 
The  form  of  proclamation  differs  like  all  or  most  of  the  forms  peculiar  to 
those  courts,  but  in  effect  it  would  be  similar,  that  is,  it  would  proclaim  the 
fact  that  in  this  matter  Sarah  Law  had  come  to  seek  admission  to  her  fine 
(i.e.,  the  estate  of  Carter  Place)  as  Sir  Andrew’s  heir-at-law;  and  the 
proclamation  would  then  call  upon  any  person  then  present  having  cause 
or  reason  to  “forbidd”  the  same  to  come  forward  and  enter  their  “forbidd.” 
This  is  of  course  a general  outline  only,  and  not  mentioned  here  as  that 
adopted  by  the  Court  of  Accrington  exclusively. 

Upon  these  proclamations  being  made  “ came  Mary  Duckworth,  of 
Carter  Place,  aforesaid,  widow”  (who  was  at  the  time  the  tenant  or  “farmer” 
of  the  property),  “ by  Edward  Brewer,  her  attorney,  and  forbadd  the  fine  in 
the  said  premises  as  her  right  of  inheritance,  and  thereupon  she  finds  John 
Hargreaves,  of  Haslingden,  her  pledge  to  prosecute  the  said  forbidd,  and 
the  said  Sarah  Law  finds  John  Taylor  of  Bacup  to  defend  the  same 
forbidd.  Then  the  said  premises,  with  the  appurtenances  were  granted  by 
the  said  steward  to  the  said  Sarah  Law,  to  have  and  to  hold  to  her,  her 
heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  subject  to  the  forbidd  aforesaid  and  not  other- 
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wise,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  manor,  yielding  therefor  yearly 
to  the  lords  and  ladies  of  the  said  manor,  and  to  their  heirs,  the  rents  and 
services  therefor  formerly  due  and  of  right  accustomed,  and  then  she  gave 
to  the  lords  and  ladies  for  fine,  & c.,  seven  shillings  by  the  pledge  of  the 
said  John  Taylor.” 

Thus  Sarah  Law  became  invested  with  what  is  known  as  the  Carter 
Place  property,  and  she  immediately,  and  before  leaving  the  court,  or,  as  it 
is  called,  “The  barr  of  the  court,”  surrendered  all  her  newly  acquired  property 
to  her  son-in-law  John  Taylor,  of  Bacup,  aforesaid,  blacksmith,  without, 
however,  in  this  instance  any  “forbidd”  being  entered.  And  John  Taylor 
then  became  the  copyholder  of  the  same  premises  by  absolute  surrender.1 

With  regard  to  the  “ forbidd  ” entered  by  Mary  Duckworth,  that 
seems  to  have  gone  no  further  than  the  mere  entry  in  the  records  of  this 
court;  but  in  the  answer  of  Mary  Duckworth  taken  by  Commission, 
December  8th,  1768,  for  the  purpose  of  verifying  the  property  of  Sir 
Andrew  in  the  personal  property  or  administration  suit  of  Scott  v. 
Fenoulhet,  there  are  statements  made  which  show  the  ground  upon  which 
the  forbidd  was  entered.  It  may  be  considered,  however,  that  such  state- 
ments were  satisfactorily  answered  by  Sarah  Law,  or  the  contrary  would 
have  been  shewn  upon  the  court  rolls. 

The  statements  to  which  I allude  are  as  follows  ( inter  alia) : — That 
she,  Mary  Duckworth,  was  informed  that  Robert,  her  uncle,  then  “upwards 
of  60  years  of  age,”  left  Dublin  and  returned  to  England,  residing  in  the 
county  of  Lancaster,  at  or  near  to  the  town  of  Haslingden. 

“ That  in  or  about  a year  after,  a woman  known  as  Johanna  came  to 
him  (Robert)  and  brought  along  with  her  the  defendant,  Sarah  Law,  who 
was  then  an  infant  of  tender  years,  and  that  Robert  cohabited  and  lived 
with  Johanna  many  years  until  her  death,  and  that  said  Johanna  was 
esteemed  as  his  wife  and  Sarah  Law  as  their  child,  but  whether  Robert 
ever  married  Johanna  or  whether  Sarah  Law  was  his  legitimate  daughter, 
‘ this  defendant  ’ doth  not  know,  but  refers  to  Sarah  Law’s  own  answer.” 


1 Appendix  O. 
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It  must  have  been,  therefore,  that  the  position  of  John  Taylor 
remained  undisturbed  and  his  title  undisputed  by  any  other  claimant,  and 
here  then  is  a manifest  proof  that  Sarah  Law  was  really  the  heir-at-law  of 
Sir  Andrew,  declared  such  within  three  months  after  his  death;  and  if 
John  Stainton,  who  has  been  mentioned  before  in  reference  to  John  of 
Westleigh,  could  really  trace  his  descent,  as  he  asserted,  from  that  lady,  it 
may  be  at  once  accepted  that  John  of  Westleigh  spoke  the  truth  when  he 
gave  Stainton  credit  for  title  to  the  property  he  (John)  inherited;  and  that 
he  also  did  a good  commercial  business  for  himself  when  he  purchased 
Stainton’s  interest  therein. 

It  is  quite  certain  that  in  the  hands  of  John  Taylor  the  property  above 
surrendered  became  both  improved  and  enlarged,  as  we  find  that  in  the 
next  dealing  with  it  a new  mansion  house  was  built  and  extensive 
additions  made  to  the  arable  and  pasture  land,  and  to  the  ornamental 
portions  of  the  demesne. 

The  next  surrender  was  made  in  the  year  1791,  by  the  said  John  Taylor 
(therein  described  as  of  Carter  Place,  within  Haslingden,  Esquire)  to  James 
Hodgson,  of  Chancery  Lane,  London,  gentleman,  in  trust  for  such  person 
or  persons,  however,  as  the  said  John  Taylor  should  by  deed  or  will 
appoint,  with  an  ulterior  limitation  in  default  of  such  appointment,  to  the 
use  and  behoof  of  the  said  John  Taylor,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  upon  which 
James  Hodgson  was  admitted  tenant. 

The  tenancy  of  James  Hodgson,  as  you  will  perceive,  was  only  a 
tenancy  “ as  trustee.” 

It  may  be  well  perhaps  to  go  through  the  different  changes  in  the 
holders  of  this  property  according  to  the  court  rolls  since  1768,  when  Mrs. 
Law  was  admitted,  up  to  the  present  time,  although  the  whole  of  the 
surrenders  from  time  to  time  executed  are  copied  at  length  in  the  appendix 
forming  part  of  this  volume. 

The  next  thing  I find  in  the  books  then  is  a recital  on  the  surrender 
of  1807,  by  which  it  appears  that  Mr.  John  Taylor  had  since  the  last  deed 
mortgaged  his  estate  for  ,£1,500  to  a Mr.  John  Hawkshead,  and  he  then  by 
this  deed  of  1807  absolutely  sold  “ Carter  Place  ” and  its  belongings  to 
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James  Turner,  then  of  Haslingden  aforesaid,  merchant,  for  £4,600,  out  of 
which,  in  consideration  of  the  mortgagee  or  his  representatives  joining  in 
the  surrender,  the  money  advanced  (£1,500)  was  paid  off,  and  thereupon  the 
said  James  Turner  was  admitted  to  the  fine  and  became  sole  owner 
according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor  of  Accrington,  of  the  Carter  Place 
property,  and  the  descendants  of  the  Chadwicks  ceased  then  to  have  any 
interest  whatsoever  therein. 

Little  more  now  remains  to  be  said  as  to  this  property,  and  it  may  be 
considered  that  the  interest  in  further  pursuing  it  is  gone.  I may,  however, 
inform  you  that  Mr.  James  Turner  died  in  the  year  1832,  and  that,  after 
the  death  of  his  widow,  Mary  Turner  (who  by  the  last  will  and  testament 
of  her  husband,  James  Turner,  was  tenant  for  life  of  the  income  arising 
from  the  estate),  which  happened  in  the  year  1851,  the  estate  was  sold  by 
the  trustees  under  Mr.  James  Turner’s  will  to  Miss  Martha  Turner,  his 
daughter,  for  £5,350,  and  was  surrendered  by  the  vendors  in  1853;  the 
purchaser  being  described  in  the  surrender  as  “Martha  Turner,  of  Carter 
Place,  within  the  township  of  Haslingden  aforesaid,  spinster,”  whose  name 
is  now  standing  on  the  rolls  of  the  court  as  the  admitted  owner  of  Carter 
Place. 

I assume  that  it  will  at  once  be  clearly  comprehended  by  everybody 
having  a personal  interest  in  the  matter,  that  since  1807  the  possibility  of 
acquiring  “Carter  Place”  has  gone.  If  there  be  any  doubt  as  to  the 
rightful  possession  of  Sarah  Law  and  her  successors  to  Carter  Place  in  the 
manner  described,  we  find  that  we  are  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations 
from  claiming  this  property,  the  present  occupier  having  held  it  for  a much 
longer  period  than  is  required  by  the  Act  of  Parliament. 

A view  of  the  present  mansion  house  is  shown  at  the  head  hereof  for 
the  purpose  of  giving  you  a more  pleasing  and  definite  idea  of  the  property 
about  which  there  has  been  so  much  anxiety  and  contention ; but  the 
seventeen  acres  of  land  connected  with  it  are  not  so  clearly  discernible. 


FURTHER  PROCEEDINGS.  JOHN  CHADWICK'S  POSITION. 

AGREEMENTS. 

Assuming  that  another  claimant  be  brought  before  the  court  by  you, 
as  against  the  present  representatives  of  John  of  Westleigh,  let  us  try 
to  find  out  as  nearly  as  possible  what  such  a claimant  would  have  to 
fight  against  and  with  what  chance  of  success. 

In  order  to  do  this  let  us  carefully  consider  the  Bill  of  Complaint  of 
James  Chadwick,  in  1859,  and  John  Chadwick’s  answer  thereto,  together 
with  the  remarks  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  Stuart  in  his  judgment  upon  the 
hearing  of  the  suit  “James  Chadwick  v.  John  Chadwick,”  this  claimant 
being  the  only  one  among  so  many  others  who  really  got  fully  before 
the  court.  Copies  of  the  several  documents  just  named  are  given  in  the 
Appendix.1 

It  appears  to  me  that  if  we  look  well  at  the  question  of  probable 

or  improbable  success  in  case  it  should  be  resolved  to  file  another  Bill  in 

Equity,  we  cannot  perhaps  do  better  than  use  the  experience  of  persons 

who  have  taken  a similar  course  already  and  the  issues  of  their  proceedings. 

Therefore,  on  these  grounds  I make  the  above  proposition. 

James  Chadwick,  of  No.  37,  Higher  Chatham  Street,  Chorlton-on-  James  Chad- 
wick’s bill, 

Medlock,  in  the  city  of  Manchester,  filed  his  bill  against  John  of  Westleigh  1859, 

and  John’s 

on  the  nth  February,  1859.  The  bill  was  answered  by  John  of  Westleigh,  answer. 

his  answer  being  filed  on  the  29th  June,  1859 ; and,  after  long  delay,  from 

causes  which  I think  most  of  you  will  understand,  and  after  certain  interim 

proceedings,  the  cause  came  on  for  hearing  in  July,  1868. 

In  the  bill  of  complaint  everything  by  way  of  fact  advanced  by  John  Comments 

thereon. 

of  Westleigh  in  his  petition  to  the  court  is  admitted  by  James  Chadwick 
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to  be  true,  excepting  all  statements  of  alleged  facts  which  were  contained 
in  affidavits  or  which  were  carried  into  the  Master’s  office  in  any  form 
“ in  so  far  as  they  stated  that  the  defendant  was  the  legitimate  son  of  the 
said  Thomas  Chadwick;”  and  it  is  therein  boldly  asserted  that  the  defendant 
(John  of  Westleigh),  although  he  well  knew  that  he  was  illegitimate  and 
could  not  be  the  heir-at-law  of  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick,  and  also  well 
knew  that  the-  plaintiff  James  Chadwick  was  such  heir-at-law,  yet  he 
(John)  “ determined  to  procure  the  legal  estate  in  the  premises  to  be  con- 
veyed to  and  vested  in  him,”  and  that  he  carefully  concealed  from  his 
solicitors  and  from  the  Master  of  the  court  the  fact  of  such  illegitimacy. 
Then  in  the  defendant’s  answer  we  find  these  assertions  as  boldly  denied, 
the  defendant  saying,  “ I deny  that  the  said  Thomas  Chadwick  (defendant’s 
father)  died  without  leaving  any  lawful  issue,  and  I say  that  he  left  me  his 
only  son  and  heir-at-law and  again,  “ I have  not  been  informed  and  I do 
not  know  nor  believe  that  the  said  Thomas  Chadwick  died  leaving  an 
illegitimate  son;”  and  again,  “ I deny  that  I am  the  illegitimate  son  of  the 
said  Thomas  Chadwick  or  that  he  left  the  said  Joseph  Chadwick,  the  son, 
his  heir-at-law;”  and  further  on  in  the  answer  the  defendant  says,  “I 
presented  the  said  two  petitions  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  the  legal 
estate  in  the  premises  to  be  conveyed  to  me  or  as  I should  direct,  but  not 
in  order  to  affect  my  alleged  determination  in  the  said  bill  mentioned,  nor 
for  any  other  purpose  save  as  aforesaid,”  and  “ I deny  that  I was  enabled 
by  concealing,  or  that  I did  carefully  conceal,  from  the  gentlemen  whom 
I employed  as  solicitors  in  the  matter,  or  from  the  Master  of  the  Court, 
or  otherwise,  the  alleged  circumstance  in  the  said  bill,  called  “ the  last- 
mentioned  circumstance”  (i.e.,  the  alleged  illegitimacy),  or  that  such  last- 
mentioned  circumstance  had  any  existence,  or  that  I was  enabled  by 
concealing  the  alleged  fact  or  by  the  production  of  the  certificate  of 
marriage  between  my  father  and  mother  to  deceive  or  that  I did  deceive 
my  said  solicitors  or  the  Master  of  the  court.” 

According  to  this  answer  an  explanation  is  also  given  as  to  the 
abandonment  of  the  suit  by  John  Stainton,  who  asserted  himself  to  be  the 
immediate  descendant  of  Sarah  Law,  of  whom  it  was  stated  in  such 
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answer  that  “ she  was  the  daughter  of  Robert  Chadwick  the  younger,  the 
uncle  of  Joseph  Chadwick,  and  who  in  her  lifetime  claimed  to  be  the 
heiress-at-law  of  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  at  his  death.”  This  John 
Stainton  claimed  the  houses  and  premises  which  were  conveyed  to  John 
Chadwick,  of  Westleigh,  and  it  goes  on  to  say  in  John  Chadwick’s  answer 
to  James  Chadwick’s  bill  of  complaint,  and  in  continuance  of  the  aforesaid 
explanation,  that  “ By  divers  assurances  and  acts  in  the  law  the  said  John 
Stainton  alleged  that  he  had  become  entitled  to  the  said  houses  and 
premises,  and  in  fact  he  had  so  become  entitled,  if  I was  not  entitled  to 
the  said  houses  and  premises  as  heir-at-law  of  the  said  Sir  Andrew 
Chadwick.”  The  object  of  this  suit  by  John  Stainton  was  to  assert  his 
title  in  preference  to  that  of  John  Chadwick,  the  one  claiming,  it  is  pre- 
sumed, under  the  authority  of  properly  executed  documents,  and  the  other 
under  legal  evidences  of  title  of  comparatively  early  date,  the  value  whereof 
it  would  be,  at  least,  a long  and  tedious  process  to  contest;  and  the  other 
holding  as  newly-found  heir-at-law,  under  very  recent  conveyances  ordered 
by  the  Court  of  Chancery,  upon  accepted  evidence,  which  it  is  quite 
possible  John  of  Westleigh  did  not  care  to  have  disturbed.  Be  that  as  it 
may,  in  the  emergency  it  appears  that  John  Chadwick,  of  Westleigh, 
rightly  or  wrongly  purchased  whatever  interest  John  Stainton  had  in 
the  houses  and  premises  in  question,  and  such  interest  was  therefore  con- 
veyed to  him  as  such  purchaser.  By  the  force  of  that  sale  and  purchase 
he,  John  of  Westleigh,  asserts  in  his  said  answer  that  he  claims  the  said 
houses  and  premises  both  as  heir-at-law  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and 
under  the  said  purchase.  That  was  in  the  year  1855. 

Whatever  may  be  the  construction  put  upon  the  purchase  by  John 
of  Westleigh  from  the  claimant,  John  Stainton,  of  the  very  property  which 
was  already  held  by  him  as  heir-at-law,  there  would  still,  I presume,  remain 
the  fact  that  a legally  executed  conveyance  of  such  property  could  be 
produced  at  any  time  by  John  (of  Westleigh)  Chadwick’s  representatives 
against  any  claim  which  the  Chadwick  Association  might  set  up  in  favour 
of  the  proper  heir.  And  I am  not  aware  that  any  attempt  has  been  made  to 
investigate  the  transaction  related  above,  or  that  the  bona  fides  of  the  sale 
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and  purchase  have  been  in  the  smallest  degree  disputed  since  the  filing  of 
the  answer  of  John  of  Westleigh  in  1859,  in  which  he  openly  declared  the 
fact. 

For  the  information  of  the  members  generally,  I may  say  that  it  is 
customary  in  London  to  hold  property  on  short  terms  of  years,  and  I have 
found  that  the  leaseholds  of  Sir  Andrew  expired  in  1847. 

It  seems  that  Sarah  Law,  and  the  persons  from  time  to  time  claiming 
through  or  under  her,  received  all  the  rents  reserved  by  the  said  leases  from 
the  death  of  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  down  to  the  expiration  of  the 
leases,  and  in  point  of  fact  she  did  receive  the  benefit  of  such  rents  so  long 
as  the  leases  were  running. 

It  may  be  a question  too  for  very  serious  consideration  whether  there 
is  any  property  remaining  out  of  Sir  Andrew’s  possessions  the  rightful 
ownership  of  which  is  legally  open  to  contention,  taking  for  granted  that 
the  property  found  by  the  Master,  under  the  petition  of  John  of  Westleigh, 
comprises  all  the  known  available  property,  which  was  waiting  for  a 
claimant,  at  that  time  existing  ; and  there  can  be  little  doubt  that  John 
Chadwick  and  his  solicitors  and  agents  would  ransack  every  likely  means 
possible  and  impossible  in  order  to  bring  in  to  the  Master  every  scrap  of 
titular  evidence  procurable  upon  which  he  might  frame  his  report,  and,  this 
being  so,  the  question  then  arises,  is  it  at  all  certain  that  the  property  is 
now  in  the  possession  of  John  Chadwick,  or  his  legal  representatives,  or 
that  it  has  been  disposed  of  to  bond  fide  purchasers,  for  valuable  considera- 
tion ? If  the  latter,  any  coming  claimant  would  simply  be  going  to  law 
for  a shadow,  and  with  a case  to  say  the  least  of  it  encircled  by  great  doubt 
and  immense  difficulty. 

To  the  minds  of  many  of  you,  more  especially  those  of  you  who  are 
strongly  indisposed  to  yield  to  anything  but  absolute  certainty,  some  such 
question  as  this  will  no  doubt  suggest  itself,  namely,  If  John  of  Westleigh 
felt  that  all  his  statements  were  indisputably  correct  when  he  petitioned 
the  court  to  constitute  him  heir-at-law,  upon  the  evidence  he  adduced,  and 
to  put  him  into  possession  of  the  property  to  which  such  heir-at-law 
was  properly  and  legally  entitled,  and  if  he  felt  that  his  possession  of  the 
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property  was  founded  upon  the  rock  of  truth  and  justice,  which  no  amount 
of  opposition  or  strained  testimony  could  by  any  means  shake,  why  did 
he  stop  the  progress  of  John  Stainton’s  suit  by  purchase  ? It  appears  to 
me,  and  it  may  well  be  so  argued  by  you,  that  whatever  legal  status  John 
Stainton  might  assume,  there  could  be  but  one  heir-at-law  to  Sir  Andrew 
Chadwick’s  property,  and  that  John  of  Westleigh  who  had  been  so 
adjudged  by  a properly  constituted  authority  ought  in  the  consciousness  of 
his  own  right  to  have  disdained  even  the  notion  of  what  is  after  all  but 
bribery  “ long  drawn  out  ” in  order  to  support  and  maintain  his  position  ; 
but  in  point  of  fact  fohn  Stainton , according  to  his  statements , was  the 
heir-at-law,  as  descending  from  Sarah  Law.  (See  page  141.J 

If  you  read  all  through  the  bill  of  complaint  of  James  Chadwick  and 
the  answer  thereto  you  will  find  (as  before  most  clearly  shown)  that  one 
affirms  and  the  other  denies  the  fact  of  John  of  Westleigh’s  illegitimacy, 
and  that  in  whatever  shape  it  has  been  either  stated  or  inferred  by  the  bill, 
it  has  with  equal  force  been  denied  or  repelled  by  the  answer.  This  in 
truth  is  the  only  point  of  attack  against  John  Chadwick’s  position,  which 
he  has  strengthened  by  every  conceivable  means  from  time  to  time  as 
opportunity  offered. 

The  above  are  some  of  the  points  against  which  we  should  have  to 
contend  in  the  event  of  another  bill  being  filed.  These  may,  perhaps,  be 
termed  affirmative  points,  but  there  are  others  which  are  either  implied  or 
suggestive. 

In  one  instance  it  is  implied  (paragraph  44  of  John  Chadwick’s  answer) 
that  James  Chadwick’s  claim  to  heirship  is  but  a pretence,  and  it  is 
said  that  his  immediate  ancestors,  William  Chadwick  and  John  Chadwick, 
both  gave  evidence  in  favour  of  the  heirship  of  John  of  Westleigh  ; and 
further,  that  even  the  plaintiff  himself  was  a partisan  of  the  defendant,  and 
acted  as  agent,  or  sub-agent,  in  collecting  evidence,  and  other  material,  for 
the  purpose  of  establishing  and  carrying  on  the  suit. 

In  another  instance  it  is  implied  and  afterwards  affirmed  that  there  has 
been  collusion  on  the  part  of  the  Chadwick  family,  not  only  conceived  but 
acted  upon,  for  the  purpose  of  ousting  John  of  Westleigh  from  his  posses- 
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sions,  and  that  in  the  event  of  success  it  is  stated  that  an  arrangement 
existed  to  share  the  spoil ! And  when  we  consider  that  another  suit  was 
instituted  by  the  same  counsel  and  solicitor  running  parallel  with  James’, 
both  affirming  that  they  were  heirs-at-law,  and  both  working  upon  the 
same  hypothesis  and  in  view  of  the  same  object  by  similar  means,  that 
circumstance  seems  to  give  some  colouring  to  the  implication. 

By  the  judgment  it  is  manifestly  shewn  that  a very  strong  feeling 
exists,  or  rather  existed  at  that  time,  in  favour  of  the  defendant  John  of 
Westleigh,  who  carried  with  him  all  the  consequence  of  an  investigation  by 
the  Master,  and  an  approving  report,  upon  which  orders  of  the  court  were 
made,  and,  by  express  appointment  of  the  court,  the  fortunate  petitioner 
was  invested  with  all  the  authority  incidental  to  a good  and  holding  title. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  so  called  “ obvious  inconsistencies  ” and  the  com- 
ments upon  the  missing  evidence  which  could  have  been  obtained,  but  were 
not,  and  the  suggestive  remarks  about  another  heir-at-law  being  brought 
forward  by  the  same  solicitor,  and  most  of  all  the  censure  conveyed  by  the 
words  “ the  plaintiff  sues  as  a pauper,  and  probably  if  he  had  not  been 
suing  as  a pauper  this  bill  would  not  have  been  filed  at  all,”  must  have 
left  an  impression  upon  the  mind  of  the  court,  and  would  by  no  means 
induce  the  Vice-Chancellor  to  overlook  the  laches  or  past  negligence  of  a 
subsequent  claimant. 

I still  believe,  however,  that  the  court  would  go  seriously  into  any 
suit  that  we  might  commence,  and  if  concealed  fraud  could  be  established 
it  would  be  ruled  that  John  of  Westleigh  was  not  entitled  to  the  property 
at  that  time.  But  the  business  is  extremely  complex  and  difficult,  and 
after  careful  and  deliberate  consideration,  I am  convinced  that  “the  game 
is  not  worth  the  candle.”  Then  again  would  come  the  question  of 
possessory  title  ! 

In  any  future  proceedings  the  adjudication  of  the  court  would  have  to 
be  prayed,  declaring  that  John  of  Westleigh’s  representatives  have  no 
estate  at  all  in  the  property,  and  upon  such  declaration  the  order  and 
conveyance  by  the  court’s  direction  would  have  to  be  set  aside,  and  such 
proceedings  would  be  upon  the  ground  of  illegitimacy  of  the  then  successful 
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claimant,  John  Chadwick.  Every  part  of  needful  evidence  would  have  to  be 
furnished  leading  to  the  proof  of  that  fact,  which  at  this  distance  of  time 
would  be  somewhat  unreliable.  Apart  from  the  certificate  of  marriage  of 
Thomas  Chadwick  with  Betty  Hopwood,  her  identity  with  Betty  Diggles, 
and  the  marriage  certificate  of  Betty  Diggles  with  William  Hopwood,  there 
is  no  evidence, — in  addition  to  that  already  supplied, — capable  of  forcing 
one’s  mind  to  the  conclusion  that  the  two  marriages  actually  did  take  place  ; 
and  moreover,  beyond  the  certificate,  there  would  now  be  great  difficulty 
in  proving  that  William  Hopwood  was  living  at  the  date  of  Thomas 
Chadwick’s  marriage  ! 

It  is  of  course  obvious  that  no  new  claimant  could  supersede  John  of 
Westleigh  in  his  title  unless  positive  evidence  of  the  illegitimacy  were 
adduced,  and  the  getting  rid  of  John  Chadwick’s  title  would,  I think,  be 
an  insurmountable  difficulty. 

Looking  at  the  value  of  the  evidence  brought  before  the  court  by 
James  Chadwick,  the  affidavits  of  the  witnesses  abstracted  in  the  docu- 
ments, and  the  affidavit  of  Alice  Ramsbotham  given  in  extenso}  form  a fair 
sample  of  the  whole,  and  taken  in  conjunction  even  with  the  further 
affidavits  filed  upon  the  subsequent  motion  to  set  aside  the  order  of  the 
court  made  in  favour  of  John  Chadwick,  and  which  in  the  copy  documents 
are  called  “ abstract  of  affidavits  as  additional  evidence,  &c.,”  try  to  show 
not  only  the  alleged  fact  that  John  Chadwick  was  illegitimate,  but  that  he 
knew  it  all  the  time  he  was  maintaining  his  claim  under  the  petitions  filed 
by  him.  Upon  this  point  the  evidence  is  so  remote  and  defective  that 
virtually  it  may  be  said  there  is  not  a scintilla  of  admissible  evidence 
which  could  in  a court  of  law  hold  good. 

The  attempt  to  prove  fraud  which  was  made  on  the  motion  in  1871 
upon  strained  affidavits  was  in  its  issue — namely,  the  ex  parte  refusal  of 
the  judge  to  make  an  order,  and  that  costs  should  be  paid  by  James 
Chadwick — abundant  confirmation  of  the  above  statement. 

As  to  the  mutilations  of  the  registers  or  other  wrongful  dealing  with 
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the  documentary  evidence  which  might  be  adduced,  if  such  mutilations  or 
wrongful  dealings  could  be  satisfactorily  proved,  the  question  of  avoiding 
the  limitation  by  the  statute  (hereinafter  specifically  set  forth)  might  be 
seriously  entertained;  but  can  this  be?  Already  an  attempt  has  been 
made  to  get  over  the  statute  in  this  way  and  then  ended  in  ignoble 
failure  ! 

Adverting  again  to  the  subject  of  the  alleged  illegitimacy  of  John  of 
Westleigh  and  his  knowledge  of  it,  it  might  possibly  be  made  out,  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  court,  on  the  strength  of  evidence  already  given,  and  further 
evidence  since  collected  by  me,  and  hereinafter  referred  to,  that  John  of 
Westleigh  was  illegitimate,  but  would  that  even  in  itself  be  sufficient  to  get 
back  whatever  of  the  estate  is  unsold  and  unconveyed?  Beyond  the  question 
of  any  part  of  it  remaining  unsold,  it  would  have  to  be  shown  that 
“ reasonable  diligence  ” had  been  used  by  the  claimant  in  seeking  to  enforce 
his  alleged  rights,  or  that  he  has  been  estopped  by  facts  and  circumstances 
beyond  his  control,  of  such  a character  that  the  court  could  take  cognisance 
of  them,  in  opposition  to  the  restrictions  encircling  him  in  the  Statute  of 
Limitations.  Here  I come  to  what  I apprehend  is,  after  all,  the  over- 
whelming difficulty,  viz.,  how  to  overcome  these  restrictions,  and  how  to 
say  that  “ although  certain  property  belonged  to  me  as  heir-at-law,  and 
has  been  waiting  for  many  long  years,  it  has  been  absolutely  impossible 
for  me  to  come  forward  at  an  earlier  date  to  set  up  my  claim  !” 

The  restrictions  in  the  statute  to  which  I have  referred  are  as  follows : 

Section  26  3 and  4 William  IV.,  chapter  27  : “ In  every  case  of  a 
concealed  fraud  the  right  of  any  person  to  bring  a suit  in  equity  for  the 
recovery  of  any  lands  or  rents  of  which  he  or  any  person  through  whom 
he  claims  may  have  been  deprived  by  such  fraud  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
first  accrued  at  and  not  before  the  time  at  which  such  fraud  shall,  or'with 
reasonable  diligence  might,  have  been  first  known  or  discovered,  provided 
that  nothing  i n this  clause  contained  shall  enable  any  owner  of  lands  or  rents 
to  have  a suit  in  equity  for  such  lands  or  rents  or  for  setting  aside  any  con- 
veyance thereof  on  account  of  fraud  as  against  any  bond  fide  purchaser  for 
valuable  consideration,  who  has  not  assisted  in  the  commission  of  such 
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fraud,  and  who  at  the  time  that  he  made  the  purchase  did  not  know  and 
had  no  reason  to  believe  that  any  such  fraud  had  been  committed.” 

There  are  affidavits  purporting  to  show  that  when  John  of  Westleigh 
was  proceeding  with  his  suit  it  was  not  known  (at  all  events  by  James 
Chadwick)  that  the  alleged  fraud  had  been  committed,  and  in  James 
Chadwick’s  affidavit  made  26th  June,  1869,  abstracted  in  the  documents  it 
is  stated  (paragraph  12) : “Whilst  said  John  Chadwick  was  getting  up  his 
evidence  he  (James  Chadwick)  believed  him  to  be  the  legitimate  son  and 
heir  of  Thomas  Chadwick  of  Tack  Lee,”  and  assisted  him,  and  it  was  not 
until  about  1844  that  “deponent  discovered  that  the  said  John  Chadwick  was 
illegitimate  upon  certain  statements  made  to  him  by  Joshua  Warburton.” 
The  rest  of  the  affidavit  goes  on  to  show  how  the  statements  made  by 
Joshua  Warburton  were  at  once  investigated  and  pursued,  until  the  con- 
viction arose  in  James  Chadwick’s  mind  that  there  had  been  concealed 
fraud  or  secret  deception  on  the  part  of  John  of  Westleigh  in  pursuing  his 
claim,  and  in  obtaining  the  order  and  conveyance  of  the  estate  already 
referred  to;  and  that  James  Chadwick  was  illiterate  and  poor,  so  poor 
indeed  that  he  could  not  afford  to  take  the  first  step  in  endeavouring  tq 
oust  John  Chadwick  without  assistance,  and,  unfortunately,  so  illiterate  and 
ignorant  that  he  actually  had  private  letters  written  to  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls.  Moreover,  he  even  sent  scrawls  written  by  himself  in  an  abject  and 
lachrymose  style,  and  believed  that  he  was  entitled  to  satisfactory  replies. 
From  the  time  he  became  convinced  of  the  fraud  he  did  what  he  could  “to 
push  the  business  on”  until  the  judgment  of  Vice-Chancellor  Stuart,  in 
1868,  was  given,  and  his  subsequent  refusal  to  make  an  order  upon  motion 
for  rehearing  upon  fresh  evidence.  In  point  of  fact  want  of  money  was 
more  the  cause  of  delay  than  lack  of  “diligence,”  and  that  at  all  events 
must  have  been  abundantly  manifest  to  the  mind  of  the  judge  throughout 
the  proceedings. 

Would  this  fact  now  help  a claimant  at  all  ? Iam  sure  not. 

By  section  2 of  the  above-named  Act  it  is  enacted  “ That  after  the  31st 
day  of  December,  1833,  no  person  shall  make  an  entry  or  distress  or  bring 
an  action  to  recover  any  land  or  rent,  but  within  20  years  next  after  the 
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time  at  which  the  right  to  make  such  entry  or  distress  or  to  bring  such 
action  shall  have  first  accrued  to  some  person  through  whom  he  claims,  or  if 
such  right  shall  not  have  accrued  to  any  person  through  whom  he  claims, 
then  within  20  years  next  after  the  time  at  which  the  right  to  make  such 
entry  or  distress  or  to  bring  such  action  shall  have  first  accrued  to  the 
person  making  or  bringing  the  same.” 

In  a recent  Act  (37  and  38  Vic.,  c.  57),  important  alterations  are 
made  with  regard  to  the  law  of  action  to  recover  real  property,  and  among 
others,  the  following,  namely : — 

Section  1 enacts  that  “ After  the  commencement  of  this  Act  no  person 
shall  make  an  entry  or  distress  or  bring  an  action  or  suit  to  recover  any 
land  or  rent,  but  within  12  years  next  after  the  time  at  which  the  right  to 
make  such  entry  or  distress  or  to  bring  such  action  or  suit  shall  have  first 
accrued  to  some  person  through  whom  he  claims,  or  if  such  right  shall  not 
have  accrued  to  any  person  through  whom  he  claims,  then  within  12  years 
next  after  the  time  at  which  the  right  to  make  such  entry  or  distress  or  to 
bring  such  action  or  suit  shall  have  first  accrued  to  the  person  making  or 
bringing  the  same.” 

In  addition  to  the  excuse  which  might  be  urged  because  of  “concealed 
fraud,”  there  are  the  disabilities  of  infancy,  absence  beyond  seas,  &c.,  which 
might  be  argued  against  the  statute,  if  any  such  disabilities  existed,  and 
although  the  3 and  4 Wm.  IV.,  c.  27,  provided  for  these  disabilities  and  fixed 
the  maximum  number  of  years  within  which  any  party  could  sue  at  40  years 
after  such  disability  has  ceased,  the  recent  Act  reduces  that  number  to  30 
years,  and  enacts  that  absence  beyond  seas  “ is  no  longer  a disability.” 

Having  regard  then  to  the  foregoing  facts  and  questions  of  law  and 
to  what  has  been  already  done  in  relation  to  Sir  Andrew’s  property,  how 
will  the  present  heir-at-law  stand  in  reference  to  the  probability  of  success 
or  non-success  in  the  event  of  your  deciding  to  take  proceedings  on  his 
behalf  for  that  purpose  ? After  all,  the  main  consideration  with  us  is  not 
so  much  what  has  been  done  as  to  decide  the  question,  once  for  all,  whether 
with  the  light  of  bygone  attempts  before  us,  and  the  doubt  and  obscurity 
which  cling  to  the  surroundings  of  the  case,  you  will  still  push  forward  for 


IV.] 


Secretary's  Explanatory  Report. 


149 


the  mere  settlement  of  all  questionable  points,  in  order  to  quiet  the  minds 
of  the  few  who  may,  in  spite  of  all  efforts  at  reason,  still  want  to  proceed. 

There  are,  it  appears,  several  presumptive  heirs-at-law  to  the  estate, 
each  claiming  to  descend  by  his  own  particular  line  of  genealogy,  and 
each  sanguine  of  success.  This  includes  one  in  America,  who,  I am 
given  to  understand,  has  employed  counsel  to  prosecute  his  claims,  and 
who  will  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  organised  kindred  association  in 
that  country,  nor  with  your  Association.  Let  him  fight  that  which  by 
our  laws  is  now  neither  more  nor  less  than  a shadow. 

But  it  would  seem,  and  I think  that  most  of  us  will  agree  to  this,  that 
Joseph  Chadwick,  of  Unsworth,  Whitefield,  near  Bury,  in  the  county  of 
Lancaster,  engineer,  is  under  the  pedigree  already  admitted  by  the  court 
to  be  the  real  heir-at-law  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  now  living  ; and  I pro- 
pose to  deal  with  his  position  alone,  in  reference  to  his  claim,  and  as  to 
those  who  say  “ go  on,”  agreeing  or  otherwise  to  support  him. 

First,  then,  taking  for  granted  that  “concealed  fraud  ” on  the  part  of 
John  of  Westleigh  can  be  legally  proved,  when  did  Joseph  Chadwick’s 
right  to  bring  a suit  in  equity  for  the  recovery  of  any  lands,  &c.,  claimed 
by  him  first  accrue,  or,  in  other  words,  when  was  the  concealed  fraud  first 
known  to  him  ? or  when  might  it  from  collateral  facts  and  circumstances 
with  reasonable  diligence  have  been  first  discovered. 

Among  the  papers  that  have  come  into  my  possession  since 
returning  from  London  are  some  in  connection  with  the  suit  by  Ezra 
Chadwick  and  others  against  the  trustees  and  executors  of  the  will  of  John 
Chadwick  then  deceased,  and  which  suit  was  prematurely  dismissed.  The 
preparation  of  facts  and  evidence  had  been  going  on  for  a long  time  before 
the  hearing  in  1871,  namely  from  1862,  or  very  likely  earlier  ; but  in  that 
year  we  know  that  an  agreement  was  made  to  which  Joseph  Chadwick,  the 
present  heir-at-law,  was  a party,  and  of  which  the  following  is  a copy  : — 

“ Agreement  made  between  the  undersigned  and  Joseph  Chadwick 
engineer,  Unsworth,  Whitefield,  near  Bury,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  this 
15th  day  of  April,  1863. 

“ Whereas  the  undersigned  claim  to  be  interested  and  entitled  as  heir, 
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or  heirs-at-law,  next  of  kin,  or  otherwise  in  and  to  the  whole  or  part  or 
parts  of  the  real  or  personal  estates  of  the  late  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick, 
Baronet.  It  is  hereby  agreed  by  the  undersigned  parties  that  in  the  event 
of  their  realising  any  part  or  parts  of  the  aforesaid  property  by  purchase 
or  recovery  of  law,  one-sixteenth  part  of  such  acquired  estate  shall  be 
given  or  surrendered  to  the  aforesaid  Joseph  Chadwick  for  benefits  received 
as  an  acknowledgment  for  such  benefits.  It  is  hereby  further  agreed 
between  the  said  parties  that  any  legal  proceedings  which  may  be  entered 
upon  in  regard  to  the  aforesaid  property  shall  be  entirely  under  the 
management  and  control  of  the  undersigned  individuals,  with  the  consent 
of  the  said  Joseph  Chadwick.  And  it  is  also  agreed  lastly  that  the  said 
Joseph  Chadwick  shall  be  exempt  and  free  from  all  costs  or  pecuniary 
responsibilities  which  may  arise  from  any  law  or  legal  proceedings  arranged 
under  the  management  of  the  undersigned,  as  Witness  our  hands  this  15th 
day  of  April,  1863  : — 


John  Tattersall, 
Robert  Brierley, 
Matthew  Tattersal, 
Fairbank  Sutcliffe, 
Thomas  Schofield, 

Mary  Ann  Ogden, 

William  Warburton,  his  X mark.” 


Elijah  Hosbury, 
Zac.  Rycroft, 
Robert  Chadwick, 
John  Pilling, 
Grace  Chadwick. 


And  by  a subpoena  ad  testificandum,  dated  5th  January,  1870,  Joseph 
Chadwick  was  summoned  to  give  evidence  in  the  said  suit,  and  the 
following  is  a copy  of  the  subpoena  : — 

Victoria,  by  the  Grace  of  God  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain 
and  Ireland  Queen,  Defender  of  the  Faith,  to  Joseph  Chadwick,  of  Unsworth, 
engineer,  Robert  Chadwick,  of  Bury,  labourer,  and  Charles  Chadwick,  of 
Unsworth,  labourer,  all  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  Greeting.  We  com- 
mand you  and  each  of  you  that,  laying  all  other  matters  aside  and 
notwithstanding  any  excuse,  you  personally  be  and  appear  before  the 
Right  Hon.  Lord  Romilly,  Master  of  the  Rolls,  at  the  Rolls  House, 
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Chancery  Lane,  London,  at  such  time  and  place  as  the  bearer  hereof 
shall  by  notice  in  writing  appoint  to  testify  the  truth  according  to  your 
knowledge  in  a certain  suit  now  depending  in  our  High  Court  of  Chancery 
wherein  Ezra  Chadwick  and  others  are  plaintiffs,  and  John  Chadwick 
and  another  are  defendants,  on  the  part  of  the  complainants.  And  hereof 
fail  not  at  your  peril.  Witness  ourselves  at  Westminster,  the  Twenty-fifth 
day  of  January,  in  the  Thirty-fourth  year  of  our  reign. 

Romilly,  M.R. 

Now,  as  James  Chadwick’s  petition  was  filed  in  1859,  and  came  on 
for  hearing  as  late  as  1868,  it  must  have  been  well  known  even  at  that  time 
what  was  the  ground  upon  which  John’s  estate  was  to  be  attacked  in  1871 , 
and  not  only  that,  but  I know  that  Joseph  Chadwick  actually  made  an 
affidavit  in  which  it  was  affirmed  that  John  was  illegitimate,  and  that  it 
was  to  be  alleged  and  proved  as  far  as  could  be,  that  he  had  concealed 
the  fact. 

I have  in  my  possession  some  letters  and  documents  dated  about  1862 
and  1863,  all  tending  to  show  an  organised  scheme  for  upsetting  John  of 
Westleigh,  and  how  is  it  possible  in  the  face  of  all  these  things,  amongst 
many  other,  for  Joseph  Chadwick  to  say  “ I did  not  know  of  such  a thing 
as  concealed  fraud  on  the  part  of  John  of  Westleigh  twelve  years  ago  ?” 

Among  other  documents  above  alluded  to  is  a rather  singular  bequest 
of  Squire  Guest  to  Joseph  Chadwick,  which  runs  as  follows  : — 

“ This  doth  certify  that  I bequeath  to  Joseph  Chadwick,  of  Whitefield, 
at  my  decease  all  the  papers  whatever  I hold  respecting  the  properties  left 
by  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  deceased.  To  hold  the  same  for  his  own 
absolute  use,  and  I hereby  further  state  that  in  whatever  hands  they  may 
fall  betwixt  my  death  and  the  claim  to  them  by  the  said  Joseph  Chadwick, 
they  shall  be  delivered  to  the  said  Joseph  Chadwick,  or  in  default  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  the  said  Joseph  Chadwick  to  recover  the  said  papers  by  law. 

“ As  witness  my  hand  this  third  day  of  August,  in  the  year  of  our 
Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  sixty-two. 


Comments 

thereon. 


Squire  Guest.” 
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remarks  and 
conclusions 
suggested. 


That  document  may  possibly  suggest  many  things  to  the  minds  of 
some  of  you,  as  to  the  kind  of  papers  referred  to  in  it,  it  being  suspected 
that  Squire  Guest,  as  the  “ one  time  ” agent  of  John  of  Westleigh,  knew 
something  about  some  alleged  mutilations  and  other  improper  dealings 
with  the  registers. 

It  is  quite  clear  that  a satisfactory  conclusion  might  be  arrived  at 
from  many  facts.  Considering  the  issue  at  stake  the  parties  entitled  to  set 
themselves  up  as  claimants  have  all  along  acted  in  a strangely  dilatory 
manner,  and  not  in  the  smallest  degree  with  the  vigour  and  incisiveness 
which  mark  the  man  sanguine  of  success,  or  who  is  in  the  least  satisfied 
with  his  position. 

It  would  not  so  readily  occur,  probably,  to  an  indifferent  person  as  at 
all  out  of  the  way  that,  “ although  the  first  child  of  Thomas  Chadwick  was 
born  within  twelve  months  after  the  marriage,  an  interval  of  nearly  five 
years  should  have  elapsed  before  the  so-called  second  child  was  born,”  but 
however  indifferent,  it  does  force  itself  upon  one  to  conviction  that  if  a 
club  of  30  or  40  members  was  organised  in  1836  to  watch  for  anything 
transpiring,  John  Chadwick’s  claim  in  1840  must  have  created  inquiry, 
more  especially  when  the  many  people  knew  of  his  alleged  illegitimacy 
who  are  made  to  give  written  evidence  of  their  knowledge  so  soon  after- 
wards. 

May  not  this  apparent  apathy  be  explained  by  a desire,  which  seems 
to  have  made  its  way  through  the  family,  or  as  many  as  have  “associated  ” 
to  share  in  the  cost  and  trouble  of  legal  proceedings,  eventually  to 
share  in  any  portion  of  the  property  which  might  be  decreed  to  any 
one  claimant;  and  is  it  not  very  likely  that  whilst  James  Chadwick  was 
assisting  John  of  Westleigh  with  money  and  information  he  was  wilfully 
neglecting  his  own  interests,  for  the  general  good  ? It  is  clear  that  he 
obtained  evidence  and  information  for  John  of  Westleigh  which  were 
actually  used  on  John’s  behalf,  as  he  states  in  his  answer  to  the  bill  of 
complaint.  I suppose  the  naked  truth  is  that  when  John  succeeded  he 
would  not  share,  and  hence  the  bill  of  complaint.  Whether  any  explana- 
tion of  this  or  any  other  kind  would  satisfy  the  court  is  another  matter. 


IV.] 


Secretary's  Explanatory  Report. 


153 


On  the  other  hand  it  might  be  argued  now  that  we  can  go  to  the  court 
with  the  missing  evidence  of  which  Vice-Chancellor  Stuart  spake,  all  sup- 
plied ; and  it  might  be  said  with  some  show  of  reason  that  it  was  felt  to  be 
impolitic,  and  improvident  of  the  members’  money,  to  go  before  this  could 
be  done,  and  without  feeling  that  we  had  some  reasonable  locus  standi. 
Again,  you  will  see  that  an  excuse  was  urged  by  Mr.  Pearson,  Q.C., 
that  the  certificate  of  the  marriage  of  William  Hopwood  and  Betty 
Hopwood,  then  Betty  Diggle,  at  Middleton  Church,  23rd  October,  1770, 
had  not  been  proved  in  the  usual  manner,  and  could  not,  therefore,  be  in 
evidence  because  of  the  omission  and  neglect  of  the  solicitor  in  the  cause. 
Would  this  be  of  any  avail  now,  taking  into  consideration  the  request 
of  Mr.  Pearson,  that  his  lordship  would  adjourn  the  hearing  for  a reason- 
able time,  when  he  undertook  to  prove  the  certificate  which  he  then  held 
in  his  hand,  was  somewhat  harshly  refused. 

It  certainly  does  look  like  hard  dealing  when  his  lordship,  with  all  the 
power  in  his  hands,  refused  to  adjourn  the  hearing  to  let  in  material 
evidence  (and  which  he  might  have  done  so  as  not  to  prejudice  the  other 
side),  and  afterwards  made  a point  of  the  omission  of  the  very  same 
evidence  to  justify  his  judgment ! But  does  it  not  show  beyond  all  doubt 
the  fixed  impression  upon  his  lordship’s  mind  ? 

What  took  place  at  this  hearing  in  1840  could  not,  at  all  events,  but 
be  known  to  the  present  claimant,  even  after  the  feeblest  inquiry. 

But  it  seems  to  me  that  there  are  two  considerations  which  stand  out 
most  prominently  against  any  notion  of  going  again  to  the  court  without 
very  great  hesitation,  and  one  is  the  question  as  to  how  far  any  such 
organisation  as  ours  would  be  tolerated  by  the  court;  and  the  other  is  the 
legal  question  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  I will  deal  with  the  two 
questions  seriatim  in  the  next  chapter. 


Chapter  V, 
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FIRST:  MAINTENANCE  AND  CHAMPERTY. 

The  definition  of  these  is  shortly  as  follows,  namely,  maintenance  is 
where  one  who  has  no  interest  in  a suit  intermeddles  by  maintaining  or 
assisting  either  party  with  money  or  otherwise.  A contract  to  render  such 
aid  is  void.  Champerty  is  maintenance  coupled  with  a share  in  the  profits 
or  fruit  of  the  action. 

It  will  be  seen  that  Mr.  Karslake  in  his  opinion  draws  attention  to 
“ The  Chadwick  Association,”  and  after  stating  what  its  objects  are  infers 
what  is  really  the  fact,  namely,  the  intended  sharing  of  the  spoil.  This  is 
the  real  agreement  and  might  be  pleaded  by  parol  if  needs  were.  Among 
other  cases  Mr.  Karslake  quotes  Sprye  v.  Potter,  the  judgment  (Lord 
Campbell’s)  in  which  is  as  follows  : — 

“ Here  we  have  maintenance  in  its  worst  aspect,  the  plaintiff  and 
Rosaz,  entire  strangers  to  the  property  which  they  say  the  defendant  has  a 
title  to,  but  which  is  in  the  possession  of  another  claiming  title  to  it,  agree 
with  him  that  legal  proceedings  shall  be  instituted  in  his  name  to  recover 
it,  and  that  they  will  supply  him  not  with  any  specified  or  definite  docu- 
ments or  information,  but  with  evidence  that  should  be  sufficient  to  enable 
him  successfully  to  recover  the  property.  Each  of  them  is  to  have  one-fifth 
of  the  property  when  so  recovered,  and  unless  the  evidence  with  which  they 
supply  him  is  sufficient  for  that  purpose  they  are  to  receive  nothing.  They 
are  not  to  employ  the  attorney  or  to  advance  money  to  carry  on  the 
litigation,  but  they  are  to  supply  that  upon  which  the  event  of  the  suit 
must  depend,  evidence ; and  they  are  to  supply  it  of  such  a nature  and  in 
such  quantity  as  to  ensure  success.  The  plaintiff  purchases  an  interest  in 
the  property  in  dispute,  bargains  for  litigation  to  recover  it,  and  undertakes 
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to  maintain  the  defendant  in  the  suit  in  a manner  of  all  others  the  most 
likely  to  lead  to  perjury  and  to  a perversion  of  justice.  Upon  principle 
such  an  agreement  is  clearly  illegal.” 

It  is  of  course  not  admitted  for  a moment  that  what  has  been  done  in 
the  matter  of  this  Association  would  at  all  amount  to  a case  within  the 
description  of  Lord  Campbell’s  judgment;  but  still  there  is  a fringe  of 
similarity  out  of  which  a clever  antagonist,  by  force  of  the  character  of 
evidence,  in  the  place  of  better,  might  cause  us  “ a sea  of  trouble.” 


DISABILITIES. 

Supposing  that  any  disability  could  be  set  up  as  an  excuse  for  delay — 
and  it  would  not  appear  that  any  could,  seeing  that  the  present  claimant 
attained  his  majority  on  the  8th  January,  1846 — the  ten  years  allowed  by 
the  statute  would  only  give  him  up  to  the  year  1856,  considering  also  that 
there  are  no  other  disabilities  which  could  by  any  stretch  of  imagination 
be  set  up  on  his  behalf.  But  further  still,  admitting  that  every  kind  of 
disability  recognised  by  the  law,  and  for  which  the  Legislature  even  in  the 
Statute  of  Limitations  (a  statute  of  an  essentially  imperative  nature)  has 
made  certain  provisions,  could  be  in  the  case  of  the  present  claimant 
effectually  set  up,  the  court  could  not,  I believe,  by  any  discretionary  power 
take  notice  of  any  such  disabilities,  because  in  the  extreme  case  of  legal 
death  or  absolute  idiotcy,  lunacy,  or  unsoundness  of  mind,  the  statute  only 
gives  thirty  years  as  the  utmost  allowance  for  even  such  disabilities,  for  by 
37  and  38  Victoria,  chapter  57,  section  5,  it  is  enacted  that  “No  entry, 
distress,  action,  or  suit  shall  be  made  or  brought  by  any  person  who  at  the 
time  at  which  his  right  to  make  any  entry  or  distress,  or  to  bring  any 
action  or  suit  to  recover  any  land  or  rent  shall  have  first  accrued,  shall  be 
under  any  of  the  disabilities  hereinafter  mentioned  (that  is  to  say,  infancy, 
coverture,  idiotcy,  lunacy,  or  unsoundness  of  mind),  or  by  any  person 
claiming  through  him,”  but  “within  thirty  years  next  after  the  time  at 
which  such  right  shall  have  first  accrued,  although  the  person  under 
disability  at  such  time  may  have  remained  under  one  or  more  of  such 
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disabilities  during  the  whole  of  such  thirty  years,  or  although  the  term  of 
six  years  from  the  time  at  which  he  shall  have  ceased  to  be  under  any 
such  disability  or  have  died  shall  not  have  expired.”  And  by  the  same 
statute  (section  io),  even  where  there  is  an  express  trust  executed  for  the 
purpose,  it  is  provided  as  follows,  namely : — 

“ After  the  commencement  of  this  Act  no  action,  suit,  or  other  pro- 
ceeding shall  be  brought  to  recover  any  sum  of  money  or  legacy  charged 
upon  or  payable  out  of  any  land  or  rent  at  law  or  in  equity  and  secured 
by  an  express  trust,  or  to  recover  any  arrears  of  rent  or  of  interest  in 
respect  of  any  sum  of  money  or  legacy  so  charged  or  payable  and  so 
secured,  or  any  damages  in  respect  of  such  arrears  except  within  the  time 
within  which  the  same  would  be  recoverable  if  there  were  not  any  such 
trust.”  The  exception  as  to  time,  referring  back  to  the  limitation  in 
section  8 which  enacts  “ that  no  action  or  suit  or  other  proceeding  shall  be 
brought  to  recover  any  sum  of  money  secured  by  any  mortgage  judgment 
or  lien  or  otherwise,  charged  upon  or  payable  out  of  any  land  or  rent,  at 
law  or  in  equity,  or  any  legacy,  but  within  twelve  years  next  after  a present 
right  to  receive  the  same  shall  have  accrued  to  some  person  capable  of 
giving  a discharge  for  or  release  of  the  same,  unless  in  the  meantime  some 
part  of  the  principal  money  or  some  interest  thereon  shall  have  been  paid, 
or  some  acknowledgment  of  the  right  thereto  shall  have  been  given  in 
writing  signed  by  the  person  by  whom  the  same  shall  be  payable  or  his 
agent,  to  the  person  entitled  thereto  or  his  agent,  and  in  such  case  no  such 
action  or  suit  or  proceeding  shall  be  brought  but  within  twelve  years  after 
such  payment  or  acknowledgment  or  the  last  of  such  payments  or 
acknowledgments  if  more  than  one  was  given.” 

Taking  into  consideration,  therefore,  every  feature  of  the  case,  and 
subject  to  the  opinion  and  feeling  of  the  members  of  the  Association  upon 
the  subject,  I am  inclined  to  believe  not  only  that  any  proceedings  to  oust 
the  present  possessors  of  the  property  would  be  more  costly  than  the 
property  is  worth  ; but  that  we  are  to  all  intents  and  purposes  Shut  OUT 
by  the  Statutes  of  Limitations! 


<£f)apter  TJTE. 


ON  THE  STATUTES. 

It  may  be  worth  while,  I think,  to  inform  you,  so  far  as  I am  able  to 
do  so,  as  to  the  origin,  nature,  and  universal  importance  of  these  Statutes 
of  Limitation  to  persons  whom  they  mainly  affect,  i.e.,  to  persons  who  have 
been  for  years  secured  in  the  legal  enjoyment  of  their  possessions  and  who 
have,  as  it  were,  fitted  themselves  to  their  position  with  its  duties  and 
responsibilities ; and  I may  first  premise  that  these  statutes,  as  you  may 
have  already  seen,  are  in  their  operation  applicable  only  to  real  property — 
that  is,  to  houses  and  land — the  possession  of  which,  either  by  purchase  or 
by  inheritance,  constitutes  one  of  the  strongholds  of  modern  society  in 
England. 

The  superiority  of  immovable  property  over  goods  and  chattels 
became  clearly  recognised  soon  after  the  Norman  conquest,  and  its 
importance  attached  itself  almost  naturally  to  the  feudal  system  which 
immediately  afterwards  became  the  general  system  of  tenure.  I suppose 
this  importance  would  arise  from  the  fact  that  its  immovability  was  the 
best  security  for  the  claims  from  time  to  time  imposed  upon  the  holders  by 
the  barons  and  other  lords  of  the  soil.  The  word  “ tenement,”  which  was 
in  those  days  the  word  almost  entirely  used  to  designate  real  property,  and 
which  means  “ being  held,”  seems  to  be  indicative  of  the  characteristics  of 
this  tenure,  and  when  the  custom  of  primogeniture  was  taken  into  con- 
sideration (a  custom  also  of  feudal  origin),  it  became  of  importance  that 
the  principles  which  grew  out  of  it  should  be  effectually  protected,  and 
amongst  other  means  of  doing  this  was  the  protecting  arm  which  the 
Statutes  of  Limitation  flung  around  the  happy  possessor  whose  title  to  his 
possessions  might  have  become  a part  of  his  identity. 

In  framing  these  statutes,  which  are  essentially  Statutes  of  Limitation 
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of  actions  and  suits  relating  to  real  property,  the  guiding  object  was  to 
prevent  the  confusion  and  uncertainty  which  would  otherwise  live  in  the 
minds  of  many  people  quietly  settled  in  their  possessions.  If  there  were 
no  limit  to  their  power  of  action,  pretended  claimants  as  well  as  real 
might  be  often  expected  to  spring  up  in  many  cases,  and  be  the  cause  of 
endless  disquiet  and  eventual  litigation;  and  beyond  even  this  consideration 
the  Legislature,  I believe,  justified  their  action  upon  the  further  principle 
that  to  deprive  a man  of  that  which  he  has  long  enjoyed  and  expects  to 
enjoy,  would  do  more  harm  than  can  happen  from  denying  the  right  of  a 
person  who  has  been  long  ignorant  or,  worse  still,  negligent  of  his  rights, 
even  though  such  rights  were  actually  his,  to  agitate  claims  which  have 
long  lain  dormant  ; and  by  a statute  of  George  III.  even  the  rights  of  the 
Crown  itself  are  barred  after  sixty  years. 

This  short  insight  into  the  root  and  object  of  these  statutes  is,  I 
think,  more  especially  required  in  this  Report,  as  they  are  in  truth  the 
rock  upon  which,  as  you  have  learnt,  the  expectations  of  most  of  the 
bygone  claimants  have  been  wrecked,  and  they  are  most  assuredly  the 
great  gulf  by  which  all  future  aspirants  to  a share  of  Sir  Andrew’s  property 
would  find  themselves  inevitably  and  effectually  opposed. 


RESUME. 

Personally  as  your  Secretary,  and  being  one  of  the  members  of  your 
Association  having  interests  similar  to  yours,  you  may  fairly  believe  that 
“with  all  appliances  and  means  to  boot”  placed  at  my  command,  if  it 
were  practicable  to  do  so,  I should  have  been  no  jot  or  tittle  less  keen  for 
the  pursuit  after  any  attainable  possessions  than  yourselves ; but,  with  the 
certainty  of  disappointment,  and  the  other  phases  of  “ coming  to  grief,” 
which  the  pursuit  would  involve,  put  so  irresistibly  before  me,  I feel  it 
myself  to  be  the  wisest  course  to  abandon  altogether  all  hope  or 
expectation  which  I admit,  in  common  with  yourselves,  to  have  at  one  time 
existed,  in  connection  with  the  fabled  heritage  of  the  Chadwicks.  I now 
abandon  such  expectation  all  the  more  gladly  because  of  the  conclusiveness 
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which  I feel  to  characterise  the  result  of  my  investigations  and  labours,  as 
exhibited  in  this  Report,  a conclusiveness  which  I hope  will  now  and  for 
ever  “speak  peace”  to  the  “troubled  waters”  of  faltering  hopes  and  restless 
dreaming,  which  I know  to  have  been  the  experience  of  many  of  you  for 
years  gone  by,  the  spirit  of  which  will  from  this  time  henceforth,  I sincerely 
trust,  be  “ laid  ” for  ever  not  only  here  amongst  you,  but  “ over  the  sea.” 

For  the  satisfaction  of  the  members  of  the  Association  I have  deemed 
it  advisable  to  quote  a recent  case  in  point  which  is  reported  in  the 
Standard  (London)  of  4th  November,  1880.  It  is  the  case  of  Willis  v. 
Earl  Howe,  which  really  might  be  the  very  case  of  Chadwick  v.  Chadwick 
tried  over  again,  and  I give  the  report  in  full  as  follows : — 

“ High  Court  of  Justice. — Chancery  Division. 

“ (Before  Sir  R.  Malins.) 

“ Willis  v.  Earl  Howe.  This  was  an  action  by  George  Willis  Thomas 
Harrison  and  James  Baylis  claiming  to  be  the  heirs-at-law  and  next  of  kin 
of  William  Jennens,  deceased,  against  Earl  Howe,  Earl  Beauchamp,  the 
Hon.  Arthur  Upton,  and  Mr.  Frederick  Augustus  Coe,  to  have  it  declared 
that  the  defendant,  Earl  Howe,  was  a trustee  for  the  plaintiff,  James  Baylis, 
of  certain  lands  in  Suffolk,  Essex,  and  Warwickshire,  known  as  ‘ The 
Jennens’  Freehold  Estates,’  and  claiming  also  as  against  the  other 
defendants  to  have  it  declared  that  Mary  Blythe  and  William  Jennens, 
through  whom  the  plaintiffs  claimed,  were  entitled  to  equal  moiety  of  the 
residuary  personal  estate  of  William  Jennens.  The  case  now  came  on  to 
be  heard  upon  the  demurrers  of  the  respective  defendants,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  action  was  barred  by  lapse  of  time  under  the  Statutes  of  Limitation. 
According  to  the  allegations  of  the  plaintiff’s  statement  of  claim,  which  for 
the  purposes  of  the  demurrer  but  for  no  other  purpose  were  admitted  by 
the  defendants,  William  Jennens,  of  Bedford  Row,  made  a will  by  which 
he  disposed  of  his  estates  in  Suffolk  and  Essex  during  the  life  of  his 
mother  (who  died  in  his  lifetime)  and  not  further,  but  made  no  disposition 
of  his  personal  estate.  William  Jennens  died  a bachelor  in  1798,  leaving 
Mary  Blythe  his  sole  heiress-at-law  and  one  of  his  next  of  kin,  but  Mary 
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Blythe  died  in  the  following  year  without  having  taken  possession  of 
the  estates,  and  shortly  after  her  death  Richard  William  Penn  Curzon 
(afterwards  the  first  Lord  Howe),  pretending  and  representing  that 
he  was  the  son  of  Penn  Ashton  Curzon,  and  as  such  was  heir-at-law 
of  William  Jennens,  took  possession  of  the  Jennens’  freehold  estates. 
R.  W.  P.  Curzon  was,  however,  not  in  fact  the  son  of  Penn  Ashton  Curzon 
or  the  heir-at-law  of  William  Jennens,  but  an  illegitimate  child  of  Ann 
Oakes,  spinster,  daughter  of  John  Oakes.  R.  W.  P.  Curzon  was  created  Earl 
Howe  in  1821,  and  by  his  will  devised  the  Jennens’  freehold  estate  to  his 
son,  the  second  Earl  Howe,  father  of  the  present  earl.  Both  the  first  earl 
and  the  second  earl  knew  the  fact  of  the  first  earl’s  illegitimacy,  and  kept 
it  concealed  from  those  through  whom  the  plaintiffs  claimed  ; and  it  was 
only  discovered  by  the  present  plaintiffs  in  the  year  1879,  in  consequence 
of  a communication  made  to  them  by  a daughter  of  Ann  Oakes.  As 
regards  the  personal  estate,  the  plaintiffs  alleged  that  it  had  never  been  held 
by  those  through  whom  the  defendants  (other  than  Earl  Howe)  claimed  as 
their  own  property,  but  as  trustees,  and  that  distinct  and  separate  accounts 
of  the  ‘Jennens’  residuary  trust  fund’  had  always  been  kept.  As  before 
observed,  all  these  allegations  were  admitted  solely  for  the  purpose  of 
the  demurrers,  and  not  as  being  actually  true.  Mr.  F.  A.  Lewin  appeared 
in  support  of  the  first  demurrer  on  behalf  of  Earl  Howe  ; Mr.  J.  Pearson, 
Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Cecil  Russell  appeared  on  behalf  of  Earl  Beauchamp  upon 
the  second  demurrer;  Mr.  Higgins,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  H.  C.  Turner  supported 
the  third  demurrer  on  behalf  of  the  Hon.  A,  Upton  and  Mr.  Coe.  Mr. 
H.  F.  Bristowe,  Q.C.,  and  Mr,  Mulligan  appeared  for  the  plaintiffs,  and 
contended  that  the  case  of  the  real  estate  was  taken  out  of  the  Statutes 
of  Limitation  by  the  alleged  concealed  fraud,  and  that  there  was  no 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  or  their  predecessors,  since  they 
only  became  aware  of  their  rights  when  the  alleged  fraud  was  discovered, 
and  there  was  nothing  previous  to  this  to  put  them  on  the  inquiry  as  to 
the  defendant’s  title.  The  Vice-Chancellor  said  that  in  his  opinion  all  three 
demurrers  must  be  allowed.  He  thought  it  would  be  well  if  the  26th 
section  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  (3  and  4 Wm.  IV.,  c.  27),  taking 
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cases  of  concealed  fraud  out  of  the  operation  of  the  statute,  were  repealed, 
and  that  this  section  must  receive  a very  strict  interpretation.  If  actions 
of  this  sort  were  encouraged  no  title  would  be  secure,  and  therefore  persons 
who  claimed  the  benefit  of  this  section  of  the  Act  should  be  bound  to 
prove  not  only  concealed  fraud , but  due  diligence  on  the  part  of  themselves 
and  those  through  whom  they  claimed  in  ascertaining  their  rights  and 
presenting  their  claims.  In  his  opinion,  assuming  the  facts  alleged  by  the 
statement  of  claim  to  be  true,  there  had  been  gross  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff’s  predecessors  in  allowing  the  predecessors  of  the 
defendants  to  take  possession  and  keep  possession  of  the  estates  without 
making  any  inquiry  as  to  their  right  to  do  so.  It  was  a misfortune  that  the 
plaintiffs  should  have  been  allowed  to  bring  such  a hopeless  action  before 
the  court,  and  all  three  demurrers  must  be  allowed,  with  the  usual  conse- 
quences. Mr.  Bristowe  asked,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs,  for  leave  to 
amend  the  statement  of  claim  by  inserting  certain  particulars  which  had 
recently  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  plaintiffs,  but  this  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  declined  to  grant.” 

Surely  even  this  decision  must  satisfy  the  most  litigious — if  any  such 
there  be  among  the  members  of  this  Association — as  to  the  honest  con- 
clusions I have  drawn  in  this  Report  for  the  very  purpose,  in  the  discharge 
of  a responsible  duty,  of  inducing  you  to  abandon  the  chimera  which  might 
have  led  you  to  bring  a “ hopeless  action  before  the  court,”  with  disastrous 
results  to  the  funds  of  the  Association.  You  have,  it  must  surely  be 
admitted,  the  amplest  proof  of  the  unwisdom  of  such  a course  put  into 
your  hands  through  the  “misfortune”  and  expense  of  other  people  without 
the  anxiety  and  unrest  which  are  ever  the  companions  of  heavy  litigation, 
and  without  the  drain  upon  your  resources  which  litigation  inevitably 
involves. 

It  may  be  said  by  some  who  are  hard  of  conviction  that  there  is  a 
sinister  motive  in  not  proceeding  to  the  court,  but  after  carefully  con- 
sidering the  facts  hereinbefore  reported  I feel  convinced  that  both  the 
Chairman  (Mr.  Edmund  Chadwick)  and  myself  will  have  from  all  due 
credit  for  having  pursued  a duty,  which  has  entailed  a vast  amount  of  time 
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in  London  and  in  Lancashire,  with  zeal  and  conscientiousness;  and  I may 
add  here  that  the  continued  call  upon  the  Chairman’s  time  has  seriously 
affected  his  business,  involving  necessarily,  as  it  did,  very  frequent  neglect : 
and  at  the  same  time  it  has,  in  my  own  capacity  of  Secretary  and 
Treasurer,  been  the  cause  of  a considerable  loss  to  me  in  connection  with 
my  profession. 


Chapter  VM, 


THE  KEY  TO  THE  ENTIRE  REPORT 

A PARAMOUNT  desire  will  be  present  to  the  reader  of  this  book.  He 
will  seek  a solution  to  the  question,  “ If  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  left  so 
much  property,  what  became  of  it,  or  of  the  large  portion  of  it  outside 
that  conveyed  to  John  of  Westleigh?”  Only  at  the  eleventh  hour,  by 
a persistency  of  research  and  inquiry,  has  the  key  to  the  mystery  come 
into  my  hands,  and  what  has  been  for  many  years  but  vague  and  specu- 
lative reasoning,  logical  deduction,  or  doubtful  surmise,  is  now  reduced  to 
absolute  and  indisputable  fact.  You  will  think  it  strange,  and  with  great 
reason,  that  the  documents,  the  most  important  in  the  investigation,  from 
which  I have  gathered  the  data  clearing  up  all  doubts,  and  without 
which  I felt  that  this  Report  would  be  far  from  complete,  could  possibly 
be  in  existence  ever  since  Sir  Andrew’s  death ; and  that  the  innu- 
merable ills,  which  we  know  to  have  crowded  upon  the  pursuit  of  an 

idea,  as  destructive  as  it  was  vain  and  fugitive,  could  by  any  possibility 

have  accumulated  and  really  occurred.  But  the  evidences  which  would 
have  set  all  things  right,  and  saved  a considerable  sum  of  money  to  you 
and  to  previous  claimants,  and  barred  John  of  Westleigh,  were  lying 
forgotten  and  covered  with  the  accumulated  dust  of  many  years  in  the 
strong  room  of  an  eminent  firm  of  solicitors  in  London,  and  were  only 

brought  to  light  a few  days  ago  by  the  aid  of  the  author  of  the  first  part 

of  this  work  (whose  kind  assistance  I have  before  felt  it  my  duty  on  your 
behalf  to  acknowledge),  i.e.,  more  than  a century  after  the  deed  of  gift 
was  executed.  It  seems  to  be  almost  incredible  that,  among  all  the 
clamour  and  conflict  of  fierce  litigation,  those  papers,  which  would  have 
saved  years  of  research,  should  have  lain  dormant  in  their  secure  resting 
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place.  It  is  quite  possible,  however,  that  some  of  the  claimants  did  not 
care  for  too  much  light,  or  could  not  afford,  perhaps,  to  pursue  it.  At  all 
events,  it  would  not  have  suited  John  of  Westleigh.  The  discovery  of  the 
documents  just  referred  to,  and  their  subsequent  free  perusal,  have  led  to 
the  inspection  of  filed  records  at  the  Middlesex  Land  Registry  and  at 
Clitheroe  Castle,  which  place  the  facts  beyond  the  range  of  further 
discussion.  The  registers  in  the  will  offices  at  Chester  and  at  York 
have  been  also  searched. 

Sarah  Law,  of  Bacup,  was  admitted  to  be  the  heir,  or  heiress-at-law, 
of  Sir  Andrew  by  descent  from  Robert  Chadwick  (Sir  Andrew  Chadwick’s 
uncle),  and  as  such,  immediately  upon  his  death,  became  invested  with  all 
the  rights  and  powers  of  her  position,  a position  which  enabled  her  to  take 
possession  of  the  entire  real  estate  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick,  subject  only 
to  the  widow’s  dower  for  life,  wherever  such  right  was  not  barred.  And 
in  passing  I may  say  that  this  right  of  dower  was  subsequently  commuted 
for  an  annuity,  which  I presume  the  widow  enjoyed  during  her  lifetime, 
but  respecting  which  it  is  beyond  my  duty  to  inquire  as  to  the  truth, 
inasmuch  as  it  does  not  affect  my  investigation. 

Two  months  after  Sir  Andrew  died,  viz.,  on  the  26th  May,  1768, 
Sarah  Law,  by  an  indenture  of  lease  and  release,  conveyed  to  her  son-in- 
law  John  Taylor  (who  it  will  be  remembered  was  the  person  to  whom  she 
surrendered  the  Carter  Place  property  at  Haslingden,  and  in  fact  what 
was  heritable  both  in  London  and  elsewhere)  all  the  land  and  houses  and 
other  real  estate  “to  the  use  of  the  said  John  Taylor,  his  heirs  and  assigns 
for  ever,”  and  subsequently  by  her  will,  dated  in  February,  1780,  Sarah 
Law  ratified  the  deed  by  a full  devise  to  her  said  son-in-law  of  her  entire 
property,  “including  freehold  and  copyhold  estates  in  Middlesex,  North- 
amptonshire, and  Carter  Place.”  Full  abstracts  of  these  two  documents1 
are  added  to  the  appendices. 

Reverting  to  the  mention  of  John  of  Westleigh,  you  will  ask  how  it 
was  that  if  Sarah  Law  asserted  her  right  to  all  Sir  Andrew’s  real  estate 
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there  was  any  property  left  unclaimed  to  which  John  of  Westleigh  could 
by  any  possibility  lay  claim  and  succeed  in  securing.  On  reference  to  the 
Master’s  Report1  of  November  Ilth,  1841,  you  will  see  that  the  property 
which  was  conveyed  to  him  had  been  vested  by  Sir  Andrew  in  trustees,  and 
attendant  on  the  inheritance  were  unexpired  terms  when  the  Master  made 
his  report.  The  terms  were  for  fifty  and  forty-nine  years  respectively,  the 
last  of  which  expired  and  became  merged  in  the  inheritance  in  1847,  and 
through  length  of  years  and  its  attendant  changes  all  trace  or  knowledge 
even  of  this  property  seems  to  have  left  the  descendants  of  John  Taylor 
the  younger,  who  was  sole  devisee  under  his  father’s  will.  Be  that  as  it 
may,  the  trust  leasehold  property  was  ready  to  fall  as  a prize  to  a plausible 
claimant  who  could  show  the  best  title,  and  although  John  of  Westleigh, 
with  his  indomitable  courage,  obtained  it,  he  did  so  wrongfully,  because 
the  proper  heir,  if  not  a lineal  descendant  of  James  Chadwick,  Sir  Andrew’s 
eldest  uncle,  and  with  far  superior  title  to  that  of  John  of  Westleigh,  would 
be  a descendant  of  Sarah  Law,  and  most  likely  John  Stainton  would  be 
the  man.  You  will  remember  that  this  property  was  in  so  much  obscurity 
that  even  a descendant  of  the  trustees  could  not  be  found  to  convey  it, 
and  that  Mr.  Joseph  Woodcock  had  to  be  especially  appointed  by  the 
Court  for  that  purpose.2 

The  information  afforded  by  this  chapter,  settled  and  decisive  as  it  is, 
of  course  causes  much  of  the  report  contained  in  previous  chapters  to 
appear  inconsistent  and  perhaps  unnecessary  ; but  it  must  be  borne  in 
mind  that  upon  this  question  I was  up  to  a few  days  ago  as  unenlightened 
as  any  of  you,  and  that,  although  my  remarks  thereon  are  only  inferences, 
you  must  admit  that  they  have  turned  out  to  be  not  very  wide  of  the 
mark.  Coming  to  light  as  these  documents  did  after  all  the  previous 
portion  of  my  report  was  in  type  and  under  revision,  I considered  that 
the  cost  of  reconstructing  the  report  would  be  too  great  to  justify  the 
undertaking.  During  revision  of  the  proofs,  however,  I have  added  a 
few  words  so  as  to  adapt  some  of  the  statements  to  the  facts  now  revealed, 
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and  these  additions  are  in  italics.  This  explanation  is  necessary  because 
the  additions  anticipate  what  came  to  my  knowledge  after  writing  the 
original  text. 

All  that  is  stated  in  this  chapter  goes  to  prove  that  Sarah  Law 
inherited  all  there  was  of  the  real  estate,  including  the  eleven  houses 
conveyed  to  John  of  Westleigh,  whenever  the  long  leases  should  expire, 
and  if  neither  she  nor  her  descendants  ever  obtained  possession  of  them 
they  ought  to  have  done ; and  that  no  one  but  a descendant  of  Sarah 
Law  would  now  be  eligible  as  a claimant  for  them,  even  if  that  were 
the  position  of  the  property ; and  lastly,  that  any  claimant  would  find 
himself  unable  to  disturb  the  present  owner  or  owners  whoever  he  or 
they  may  be,  because  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,1  about  which  I have 
dilated  at  length  in  this  work,  and  notwithstanding  that  any  claimant 
might  seek  to  prove  the  illegitimacy  of  Sarah  Law,  upon  which  doubts 
were  entertained,  or  to  undermine  the  unsound  foundation  that  John  of 
Westleigh  built  upon. 

If  the  facts  stated  herein  had  not  come  to  light,  I should  have  con- 
sidered my  task  incomplete.  Decisory  as  my  Report  is,  there  are  sure 
to  be  a few  who  cannot  be  convinced  that  they  are  not,  sooner  or  later, 
to  be  the  happy  recipients  of  a fabulous  fortune.  Among  the  seven 
hundred  and  sixty-eight  members  composing  this  Association  it  would 
be  strange  if  about  half  a dozen  were  beyond  conviction,  the  more 
especially  as  they  have  been  taught  from  their  childhood  to  live  in 
expectation  of  it ; and  since  a statement  has,  within  the  past  fortnight, 
appeared  in  the  local  papers  asserting  that  a poor  man  at  Bolton  has 
become  entitled  to  an  inflated  inheritance  of  property  worth  .£4,000,000 
left  by  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  ! 

It  is  a great  satisfaction  to  me  to  learn,  from  the  thousand  letters 
received  during  the  past  twelve  months  from  nearly  all  parts  of  the  world, 
that  the  result  of  my  labours  will  be  generally  approved.  I myself  have 


See  pages  154,  155,  156. 
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the  gratification  of  knowing  that  a task,  which  presented  insurmountable 
difficulties  to  me  thirteen  years  ago,  has  now  been  satisfactorily  overcome  ; 
and  the  gratification  is  enhanced  by  the  knowledge  that  my  predecessors 
(whose  exertions  cannot  be  considered  trivial  and  purile)  in  the  like  under- 
taking, cannot  lay  that  “ flattering  unction  to  their  souls.” 

As  we  judge  of  a man’s  character,  after  long  frequenting  his  society , 
not  by  one  speech,  or  by  one  mood  or  opinion,  but  by  his  general  bearing 
and  conversation  ; so  of  a writer,  who  delivers  himself  up  to  you  perforce 
unreservedly,  you  say,  Is  he  honest  ? Does  he  tell  the  truth  ? Does  he 
seem  actuated  by  a desire  to  speak  it  ? I determined  to  investigate  and 
find  out  the  truth  : it  is  contained  in  this  Report. 

JAMES  BOARDMAN, 

Chartered  Accountant. 

26,  Pall  Mall,  Manchester, 

30th  April,  1881. 
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Ctjc  &nstotr 

OF 

DAME  MARGARET  CHADWICK 

Mlttioto 

ONE  OF  THE  DEFENDANTS  TO  THE  BILL  OF  COMPLAINT  OF  ALEXANDER 
SCOTT  ESQUIRE  COMPLAINANT  SCOTT  V CHADWICK. 


Sworn  August  4th,  1768.  Filed  August  yth,  1768. 


This  defendant  now  and  at  all  times  hereafter  saving  and  reserving  to  herself  all  and  all 
manner  of  benefit  and  advantage  of  exception  to  the  many  errors  uncertainties  and  imperfec- 
tions in  the  complainant’s  said  bill  of  complaint  contained  for  answer  thereunto  or  so  much 
thereof  as  this  defendant  is  advised  materially  concerns  her  to  make  answer  she  answereth 
and  saith  she  admits  it  to  be  true  that  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  this  defendant’s  late  husband  in 
the  complainant’s  said  bill  of  complaint  named  was  at  the  time  of  his  death  seised  and  possessed 
of  a considerable  freehold  and  personal  estate  and  also  seised  of  or  entitled  unto  some  copy- 
hold  lands  and  hereditaments  and  that  he  made  and  signed  his  last  will  and  testament  and 
the  several  codicils  thereto  all  of  his  own  handwriting  and  of  such  respective  dates  containing 
such  respective  words  and  figures  and  to  the  like  purport  and  effect  respectively  as  are  particu- 
larly mentioned  and  set  forth  in  the  complainant’s  said  bill  of  complaint.  And  this  deponent 
saith  she  believes  that  the  said  will  and  codicils  had  been  concealed  or  secreted  by  the  testator 
in  his  lifetime  by  reason  whereof  the  same  were  not  found  until  about  fourteen  days  after  his 
death.  And  this  defendant  also  admits  that  her  said  late  husband  died  at  or  about  the  time 
in  complainant’s  said  bill  mentioned  that  is  to  say  between  the  hours  of  one  and  two  in  the 
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morning  of  the  15th  day  of  March  now  last  past  and  she  saith  that  immediately  after  her  late 
husband’s  death  she  ordered  one  of  her  servants  to  go  to  Mr.  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  and  Mr. 
George  Keightley  both  named  in  the  said  will  and  to  acquaint  them  with  the  death  of  the  testator 
and  her  desire  that  they  would  come  to  her.  And  this  defendant  saith  that  on  the  same  day 
she  sent  a similar  message  to  Mrs.  Caroline  Glover  (one  of  the  other  defendants)  and  that  soon 
afterwards  on  the  same  day  the  said  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  and  his  son  James  (the 
apothecary)  came  to  this  defendant  at  her  dwelling-house  and  soon  after  them  George 
Keightley  and  Caroline  Glover.  And  this  defendant  saith  that  soon  after  the  three 
gentlemen  were  met  together  she  this  defendant  enquired  of  them  if  they  knew  whether 
or  no  Sir  Andrew  had  made  a will  they  answered  that  they  were  ignorant  of  the 
matter  whereupon  it  was  proposed  to  search  the  house  and  that  immediately  upon  such 
proposal  being  made  this  defendant  delivered  the  keys  of  the  said  testator’s  desk  and  bookcase 
to  the  said  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  or  George  Keightley  who  thereupon  opened  the  same  and 
sought  for  a will  bank  notes  cash  and  other  effects  of  the  said  testator.  And  this  defendant 
saith  that  there  were  then  found  in  several  different  places  divers  sums  of  money  which 
amounted  in  the  whole  to  the  sum  of  ^544.  17s.  6d.  or  thereabouts  as  this  defendant  was  at 
the  time  informed  and  believes  to  be  true  and  that  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  then  went  to  attend 
to  his  office  at  the  South  Sea  House  and  after  that  the  said  James  Fenoulhet  George 
Keightley  and  Caroline  Glover  remained  with  this  defendant  and  they  together  with  this 
defendant  searched  for  a will  and  moneys  bank  bills  notes  and  other  effects  of  the  said 
testator  and  found  wrapped  up  in  a small  parcel  several  bank  notes  and  bills  drawn  on  the  bank 
amounting  altogether  to  ^2,675  and  which  said  two  sums  were  after  accounts  were  taken 
thereof  possessed  by  this  defendant  and  she  delivered  the  bank  notes  and  bills  into  the  hands 
of  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  to  invest  in  her  name  and  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  bought  therewith 
or  with  the  greatest  part  of  it  ^2,900  in  the  joint  stock  of  New  South  Sea  Annuities  which 
together  with  the  charge  of  commission  and  other  incidental  charges  cost  ;£ 2,664.  ns.  6d. 
And  this  defendant  saith  that  the  said  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  George  Keightley  and  Caroline 
Glover  attended  together  on  many  other  different  days  and  times  and  for  many  hours 
together  at  the  late  dwelling-house  of  this  defendant’s  late  husband  to  search  amongst  the 
papers  writings  and  other  his  effects  for  the  space  of  a fortnight  or  thereabouts  but 
during  all  that  time  they  found  no  will  until  on  or  about  the  29th  March  when  we  were 
all  together  we  found  the  will  and  codicils  set  forth  in  the  bill  of  complaint  and  the  same 
were  proved  by  the  executors  therein  named  after  which  she  this  defendant  executed 
a letter  of  attorney  to  authorise  and  empower  the  said  executors  to  sell  the  said  ^2,900 
New  South  Sea  Annuities  bought  for  and  in  the  name  of  her  this  defendant  as  before 
mentioned  and  which  defendant  believes  they  have  sold  accordingly  and  received  the  money. 
And  this  defendant  saith  that  she  hath  paid  unto  the  said  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  one  of  the 
executors  the  sum  of  ^500  part  of  the  said  sum  of  ^544.  15s.  6d.  possessed  by  her  as  before 
mentioned  after  which  there  remained  in  her  hands  a balance  of  ^55.  4s.  as  she  computes  the 
same  and  wherewith  she  this  defendant  charges  herself  and  submits  to  be  accountable  for  the 
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same  to  the  said  executors.  And  this  defendant  further  answering  saith  that  upon  the  death  of 
her  said  late  husband  she  this  defendant  possessed  herself  of  his  household  goods  and  furniture 
pictures  plate  china  household  linen  wearing  apparel  and  other  effects  that  were  in  his 
dwelling-house  at  the  time  of  his  death  accounts  or  inventories  and  appraisements  were  by 
order  of  the  said  executors  soon  after  they  had  proved  the  testator’s  will  and  codicils  taken 
and  made  up  by  Messrs.  Golding  and  Blyth  upholsterers  and  appraisers  and  Augustus  Lesage 
and  Ayme  Vedean  goldsmiths  who  as  this  defendant  believes  severally  signed  and  delivered 
the  same  or  copy  thereof  to  the  said  executors  and  they  the  said  executors  or  one  of  them 
sent  copies  thereof  to  this  defendant.  And  this  defendant  saith  that  after  the  said  accounts  or 
inventories  or  appraisements  were  taken  and  made  as  aforesaid  the  said  executors  as  this 
defendant  hath  been  informed  and  believes  sold  or  disposed  of  the  coach  and  coach  horses 
and  some  old  lumber  of  the  said  testator  and  delivered  to  the  said  complainant  the  said 
testator’s  books  swords  gold  headed  cane  gold  watch  and  gold  chain  and  also  one  third  part 
of  the  wines  found  in  the  testator’s  house  and  unto  the  defendant  John  Wells  one  other  third 
part  of  the  said  wines  and  this  defendant  kept  the  remaining  third  part  of  the  said  wines  for 
her  own  use  and  this  defendant  saith  that  the  household  goods  and  furniture  together  with  the 
pictures  plate  linen  china  and  wearing  apparel  of  the  said  testator  still  remain  in  her  custody 
an  account  whereof  she  hath  set  forth  in  the  first  schedule  to  this  her  answer  written  and 
which  she  prays  may  be  taken  as  part  of  her  answer  and  the  use  whereof  she  this  defendant 
claims  to  have  for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life.  And  this  defendant  further  answering 
saith  that  she  had  in  her  own  custody  at  the  death  of  her  late  husband  in  ready  money  the  sum  of 
f88y,  2s.  8d.  or  thereabouts  which  she  claims  as  her  own  sole  and  separate  estate  and  for  which 
she  this  defendant  humbly  insists  that  she  ought  not  to  be  answerable  or  accountable  nor  ought 
to  give  up  to  the  said  executors  or  either  of  them  by  reason  that  the  same  and  every  part  thereof 
arose  from  savings  made  by  her  this  defendant  out  of  her  own  pin  money  and  other  effects  given 
to  settled  upon  or  secured  to  her  for  her  separate  use  as  she  apprehends  and  over  which  she 
submits  to  the  judgment  of  this  honourable  court  that  her  said  late  husband  had  not  any 
control  power  or  right  to  dispose  of  either  by  his  last  will  and  testament  or  otherwise 
howsoever.  And  this  defendant  saith  that  part  of  the  said  ^887.  2s.  8d.  she  had  saved  by  from 
and  out  of  the  yearly  sum  of  ^50  which  she  this  defendant  received  from  her  late  father 
Richard  Humfrey  deceased  in  pursuance  of  certain  articles  of  agreement  made  and  executed 
before  the  marriage  of  the  defendant’s  said  late  husband  with  her  this  defendant  bearing  date 
the  1 2th  November  1718  made  between  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  this  defendant’s  said 
late  husband  of  the  one  part  and  the  said  Richard  Humfrey  this  defendant’s  said  late 
father  of  the  other  part  and  whereby  the  said  Richard  Humfrey  covenanted  and  agreed  with 
the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  that  the  said  Richard  Humfrey  should  and  would  yearly  and 
every  year  during  the  joint  lives  of  him  the  said  Richard  Humfrey  and  this  defendant  pay 
or  cause  to  be  paid  by  half-yearly  payments  to  her  this  defendant  the  sum  of  for  her 
sole  and  separate  use  and  that  the  same  should  not  in  any  wise  be  subject  to  the  control  of 
him  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick.  And  this  defendant  saith  that  other  part  of  the  said 
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£&8j.2s.  8d.  this  defendant  saved  out  of  the  interest  of  the  principal  sum  of  ^300  which  said 
principal  sum  of  ^300  arose  and  was  saved  by  this  defendant  out  of  the  said  yearly  sum  of 
^50  and  which  said  principal  sum  of  ^300  she  this  defendant  had  many  years  deposited  in 

the  hands  of  her  said  late  husband  upon  his  agreeing  to  pay  her  interest  for  the  same  and 

which  interest  he  actually  and  truly  paid  to  her  this  defendant  regularly  to  the  Christmas 
before  he  died  and  this  defendant  saith  that  the  said  principal  sum  of ^300  now  remains  due 
and  unpaid  to  her  this  defendant.  And  she  this  defendant  humbly  insists  and  submits  to  the 
judgment  of  this  honourable  court  that  the  said  sum  of  ^300  with  interest  for  the  same  at  the 
rate  of  ^5  per  cent  by  the  year  and  which  was  the  same  rate  of  interest  as  was  paid  for  the 
same  by  the  said  testator  in  his  lifetime  ought  to  be  paid  to  this  defendant  out  of  the  assets  or 
effects  of  her  said  late  husband  as  a debt  due  from  his  estate.  And  this  defendant  saith  that 

the  remainder  of  the  said  ^887.  2s.  8d.  she  had  saved  out  of  some  part  of  the  rents  and 

profits  of  a freehold  messuage  and  premises  situate  at  Croom’s  Hill  in  the  parish  of  East 
Greenwich  in  the  county  of  Kent  and  of  her  leasehold  messuages  or  tenements  in  Dartmouth 
Row  on  Blackheath  in  the  parish  of  Lewisham  in  the  county  of  Kent  late  of  the  estate  of  the 
said  Richard  Humfrey  and  which  came  to  her  this  defendant  and  her  late  sister  Elizabeth 
Humfrey  deceased  upon  the  death  of  the  said  Richard  Humfrey  this  defendant’s  said  late 
father  under  or  by  virtue  of  his  last  will  and  testament  dated  nth  November  1718  and  which 
rents  she  this  defendant  saith  were  received  by  her  said  late  husband  and  only  some  parts  of 
the  said  rents  were  (when  this  defendant’s  said  late  husband  was  in  humour  so  to  do)  paid  and 
delivered  over  by  him  to  her  this  defendant  although  according  to  the  said  articles  of  the  1 2th 
day  of  November  1718  aforesaid  the  whole  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  her  said  late 
father  the  said  Richard  Humfrey  deceased  which  should  come  to  her  this  defendant  by 
virtue  of  his  said  will  or  otherwise  was  by  this  defendant’s  said  late  husband  covenanted  and 
agreed  should  be  so  settled  and  secured  as  that  the  same  should  and  might  be  enjoyed  by  her 
this  defendant  without  the  interruption  of  her  said  late  husband  or  any  other  person  or  persons 
claiming  or  to  claim  by  from  or  under  him  as  in  and  by  the  said  articles  one  part  thereof  being 
now  in  the  custody  or  power  of  this  defendant  and  ready  to  be  produced  unto  this  honourable 
court  may  more  fully  appear.  And  this  defendant  further  answering  saith  that  she  also  had  in 
her  own  hands  at  the  death  of  her  said  late  husband  the  sum  of  ^63  in  money  a diamond 
girdle  buckle  and  sundry  other  things  particularly  mentioned  and  set  forth  in  the  second 
schedule  hereunder  written  and  which  she  this  defendant  prays  may  be  taken  as  part  of  this  her 
answer  and  which  was  heretofore  part  of  the  effects  of  her  said  late  sister  Elizabeth  Humfrey  all 
which  this  defendant’s  said  late  husband  permitted  her  this  defendant  to  take  for  her  sole  and 
separate  use  and  to  enjoy  the- same  and  this  defendant  humbly  insists  and  submits  that  she 
is  entitled  to  the  benefit  thereof.  And  this  defendant  further  saith  that  she  also  had  in  her 
custody  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  her  said  late  husband  three  gold  watches  with  chains 
and  seals  a diamond  necklace  seven  diamond  stay  buckles  and  jewels  also  a gold  snuff  box 
and  some  other  trinkets  and  things  which  were  given  and  presented  to  her  by  her  said  late 
husband  and  others  and  which  had  been  and  were  worn  and  used  by  her  this  defendant  as 
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ornaments  of  her  person  and  this  defendant  claims  the  same  as  her  paraphernalia  and  as 
her  own  and  sole  private  and  separate  property  and  effects  and  which  are  particularly 
mentioned  and  set  forth  together  with  the  respective  value  thereof  according  to  an  estimate  or 
valuation  thereof  made  by  the  said  Mr.  Augustus  Lesage  goldsmith  and  jeweller  in  the  third 
schedule  hereunder  written  and  which  she  this  defendant  prays  may  be  taken  as  part  of  this  her 
answer.  And  this  defendant  further  answering  saith  that  at  the  death  of  her  this  defendant’s 
said  late  husband  she  also  had  in  her  custody  sundry  mourning  rings  medals  old  coins  and 
other  things  which  had  been  given  to  her  by  her  said  late  husband  and  divers  other  persons 
from  time  to  time  and  which  this  defendant’s  said  late  husband  permitted  her  to  enjoy  and 
account  and  esteem  as  her  own  property  all  which  are  set  forth  in  the  fourth  schedule  here- 
under written  which  she  claims  to  be  her  own  property.  And  this  defendant  further  saith  that 
since  the  death  of  her  late  husband  she  hath  received  of  Richard  Birch  a tenant  the  sum  of  £9 
which  she  claims  in  her  own  right.  And  that  neither  she  nor  the  said  Caroline  Glover  nor  any 
other  person  was  at  the  time  of  her  late  husband’s  death  possessed  of  any  moneys  bank  notes 
India  bonds  jewels  plate  goods  chattels  or  effects  of  any  nature  or  kind  soever  other  than  herein- 
before set  forth.  And  this  defendant  further  saith  that  she  claims  to  be  entitled  to  her  dower 
out  of  the  real  estate  of  her  late  husband  and  by  virtue  of  his  will  to  the  whole  rents  and  profits 
of  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  and  also  to  the  principal  sum  of  ^5,000  in  money  or  a right 
to  dispose  of  such  sum  at  her  death  as  she  shall  think  proper.  And  this  defendant  further  saith 
that  the  said  Caroline  Glover  now  resides  with  and  in  her  dwelling-house  in  Broad  Street  as  a 
friend  and  companion  to  her  who  now  growing  in  years  hath  great  need  of  some  person  to 
overlook  her  household  affairs  and  assist  her  therein  and  that  she  this  defendant  was  uneasy 
on  account  of  that  clause  in  one  of  the  codicils  which  forbids  any  correspondence  between 
her  and  the  said  Caroline  Glover  and  that  the  executors  and  residuary  legatees  met  at  this 
defendant’s  dwelling-house  on  the  1st  day  of  April  last  and  after  discussing  the  restraining  clause 
and  the  desire  of  this  defendant  to  be  free  therefrom  she  this  defendant  desired  the  said 
residuary  legatees  to  give  their  consent  for  her  and  the  said  Caroline  Glover  to  resume  their 
former  acquaintance  to  which  they  agreed  and  the  said  Alexr.  Scott  agreed  to  give  up  any 
advantage  that  could  accrue  to  him  by  means  of  this  breach  of  the  said  clause  and  more  if 
defendant  desired  it  and  she  offered  to  secure  to  him  the  said  Alexr.  Scott  and  the  said  John 
Wells  the  sum  of  £ 2,500  out  of  the  ,£5,000  which  she  had  power  to  dispose  of  at  her  death 
which  they  refused  to  accept  and  the  said  Alexr.  Scott  said  he  would  give  up  all  to  make 
defendant  happy  and  Mr.  George  Keightley  was  desired  by  the  parties  present  to  draw  up  an 
agreement  to  testify  their  consent  for  defendant  and  the  said  Caroline  Glover  to  visit  and 
have  communication  one  with  the  other  which  agreement  was  drawn  up  and  copied  in  duplicate 
and  signed  by  the  parties  and  the  agreement  was  ready  to  be  produced  to  the  court.1  And  this 
defendant  saith  that  she  is  advised  and  humbly  insists  that  the  said  agreement  is  good  and 


1 See  Appendix  A,  section  2, 
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valid  and  ought  to  be  duly  observed  and  abided  by.  And  this  defendant  saith  she  does  not 
believe  that  the  said  John  Wells  or  Alexander  Scott  were  prevailed  upon  to  sign  the  said 
instrument  from  an  assurance  made  to  them  by  this  defendant’s  attorney  or  agent  that  they  gave 
up  nothing  thereby.  And  that  three  or  four  days  after  they  had  signed  she  in  gratitude  for  their 
seeming  generosity  offered  to  give  up  to  Alexr.  Scott  the  pictures  which  he  could  not  otherwise 
enjoy  the  use  of  until  after  defendant’s  decease  and  also  to  have  the  plate  furniture  and  other 
things  sold  and  converted  into  money  and  vested  in  the  stocks  for  the  use  of  the  said  John 
Wells  and  Alexander  Scott  after  defendant’s  death  and  that  she  (defendant)  would  live  with  her 
friend  Mrs.  Glover  and  particularly  as  defendant’s  house  was  out  of  repair  but  he  (Alexander 
Scott)  refused  to  accept  the  said  offer  and  declared  his  intention  of  giving  up  the  said  ^5,000 
was  for  no  other  reason  than  to  make  her  happy.  And  this  defendant  denies  all  and  all 
manner  of  combination  or  any  other  matter  or  thing  in  the  complainant’s  said  bill  of  complaint 
contained  material  or  effectual  in  the  law  whatsoever  for  her  this  defendant  to  make  answer 
unto  and  not  herein  and  hereby  well  and  sufficiently  answered  unto  confessed  or  avoided 
traversed  or  denied  is  true  to  the  knowledge  of  her  this  defendant.  All  which  matters  and 
things  this  defendant  is  ready  to  aver  maintain  and  prove  as  this  honourable  court  shall  award. 
And  therefore  humbly  prays  to  be  hence  dismissed  with  her  costs  and  charges  in  this  behalf 
most  wrongfully  sustained. 

Margt.  Chadwick. 


Here  follow  in  the  original  the  Schedules  referred  to : — 

1.  Household  goods  and  furniture. 

2.  Lady  Chadwick’s  money  in  hand  and  her  late  sister’s  jewels. 

3.  Lady  Chadwick’s  own  jewels  presented  to  her  by  her  late  husband. 

4.  Lady  Chadwick’s  own  jewels  presented  to  her  by  her  late  husband  and  other  persons. 

5.  Money  in  the  funds  and  dividends  and  rents  received  and  debts  paid. 

6.  Plate  at  banker’s  and  in  the  house. 

7.  Freehold  copyhold  and  leasehold  properties. 

8.  Title  deeds. 
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Agreement 

MADE  APRIL  ist  1768  BETWEEN 

ALEXANDER  SCOTT  AND  JOHN  WELLS 

OF  THE  ONE  PART  AND 

DAME  MARGARET  CHADWICK 

OF  THE  OTHER  PART. 


[Filed  jlh  August,  1768.  Copied  from  Skin  2Q,  Roll  2,07q,  by  James  Boardman,  in  Public  Record  Office. 

Chancery  Bills  and  Answers.  Reynardson  1758-1800 .] 


“ WHEREAS  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  deceased  by  his  last  will  and  testament  and  the  several 
codicils  thereto  after  giving  away  several  legacies  hath  devised  unto  his  wife  Margaret  Lady 
Chadwick  the  remainder  of  his  estate  real  and  personal  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life 
with  power  to  dispose  of  five  thousand  pounds  at  her  decease  but  in  case  the  said  Lady 
Chadwick  should  after  his  decease  have  any  intercourse  communication  or  correspondence 
directly  or  indirectly  under  any  pretence  whatsoever  with  Mrs.  Caroline  Glover  it  should  be  on 
pain  of  forfeiture  of  all  title  to  the  said  clause  in  his  will  respecting  her  the  said  Lady 
Chadwick  his  wife  except  an  allowance  of  four  hundred  pounds  per  annum  for  and  during 
the  term  of  her  natural  life  and  made  us  the  undersigned  John  Wells  and  Alexander  Scott 
residuary  legatees.  Now  we  the  said  John  Wells  and  Alexander  Scott  having  taken  the  said 
clause  relating  to  any  intercourse  or  correspondence  between  the  said  Lady  Chadwick  and 
Mrs.  Glover  into  our  serious  consideration  and  not  being  willing  or  inclined  to  continue  any 
restraint  on  them  or  either  of  them  do  hereby  give  our  full  and  free  consent  licence  and 
liberty  for  them  the  said  Lady  Chadwick  and  Mrs.  Glover  to  visit  correspond  and  have 
communication  one  with  the  other  in  such  manner  and  when  and  as  they  shall  please 
without  any  interruption  from  us  or  either  of  us.  And  we  agree  hereby  not  to  make  or  take 
any  advantage  for  or  upon  any  such  intercourse  or  correspondence  on  any  account.  As 
witness  our  hands  this  first  day  of  April  one  thousand  seven  hundred  and  sixty  eight.  John 
Wells  Alexander  Scott.  Witness  Samuel  Grove  J.  H.  Fenoulhet  Henry  Watson  James 
Fenoulhet  Geo.  Keightley.” 


M 
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WRIT  TO  TAKE  EVIDENCE  OF  SATAN  LAW  AND  MARY  DUCKWORTH 

BY  COMMISSION. 

GEORGE  THE  THIRD  by  the  Grace  of  God  of  Great  Britain  France  and  Ireland 
King  Defender  of  the  Faith  and  so  forth.  To  Richard  Edleston  John  Greenwood 
James  Bowden  John  and  Simon  Dearden  gentlemen  greeting.  Whereas  Alexander 
Scott  esquire  complainant  hath  lately  exhibited  his  Bill  of  Complaint  before  us  in  our 
Court  of  Chancery  against  Sarah  Law  widow  and  Mary  Duckworth  widow  defendants. 
And  whereas  we  have  by  our  writ  lately  commanded  the  said  defendants  to  appear  before  us 
in  our  said  Chancery  at  a certain  day  now  past  to  answer  the  said  bill  Know  ye  that  we 
have  given  unto  you  any  three  or  two  of  you  full  power  and  authority  to  take  the  answers 
of  the  said  defendants  to  the  said  bill.  And  therefore  we  command  you  any  three  or  two  of 
you  that  at  such  certain  days  and  places  as  you  shall  think  fit  you  go  to  the  said  defendants 
if  they  cannot  conveniently  come  to  you  and  take  their  answers  to  the  said  bill  on  their 
corporal  oaths  upon  the  Holy  Evangelists  to  be  administered  by  you  any  three  or  two  of  you 
the  said  answers  being  distinctly  and  plainly  wrote  upon  parchment  and  when  you  shall 
have  so  taken  them  you  are  to  send  the  same  closed  up  under  the  seals  of  you  any  three 
or  two  of  you  unto  us  in  our  said  Chancery  without  delay  wheresoever  it  shall  then  be 
together  with  this  writ  Witness  ourself  at  Westminster  the  twenty-second  day  of  June  in 
the  eighth  year  of  our  reign.  Sewele  Woodford. 


The  execution  of  this  commission  appears  in  a certain  schedule  hereunto  annexed. 


James  Bowden 
Simon  Dearden 


Commissioners. 
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Abstract  of  ttjc  Huston: 

OF 

SARAH  LAW 

TAKEN  BY  COMMISSION  BY  JAMES  BOWDEN  AND  SIMON  DEARDEN 
COMMISSIONERS  DATED  JULY  8th,  1768. 


\Copied from  the  Document  in  the  Public  Record  Office.  Chancery  Bills  and  Answers. 

Roll  2,079.] 


Reynardson  1758-1800. 


Recites  hearsay  only  of  Sir  Andrew’s  possessions  and  death. 

Claims  to  be  one  of  the  next  of  kin  being  one  of  only  two  first  cousins  of  Sir  Andrew 
namely  the  daughter  and  only  child  of  Robert  the  eldest  brother  of  Ellis  his  father  Mary 
Duckworth  being  the  other  first  cousin. 

Recites  ancestry  of  Robert. 

Claims  that  if  no  will  had  been  made  this  defendant  was  heir  at  law  and  if  he  had  made 
one  she  is  one  of  the  two  next  of  kin  and  entitled  to  the  ^5,000  in  codicil  of  March  3rd. 

Denies  alleged  illegitimacy  of  Sir  Andrew  and  recites  proof  of  descent  of  copyhold  property 
as  set  forth  in  Mary  Duckworth’s  answer. 

She  has  heard  and  believes  that  the  maiden  name  of  Sir  Andrew’s  mother  was  Ann  Hunter 
and  that  she  was  sister  to  Mrs.  Hunter  late  embroideress  to  Queen  Anne. 

Believes  Sir  Andrew  was  born  at  Dublin. 

Cannot  say  if  there  are  any  other  relations  claiming  consanguinity  on  his  mother’s  side. 
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WRIT  TO  TAKE  EVIDENCE  OF  MARY  DUCKWORTH  BY  COMMISSION. 

GEORGE  THE  THIRD  by  the  Grace  of  God  of  Great  Britain  France  and  Ireland 
King  Defender  of  the  Faith  and  so  forth.  To  Robert  Sclater  John  Parker  Richard 
Edleston  William  Tipping  Richard  Brown  gentlemen  greeting.  Whereas  Alexander 
Scott  esquire  complainant  hath  lately  exhibited  his  Bill  of  Complaint  before  us  in  our 
Court  of  Chancery  against  Mary  Duckworth  widow  defendant.  And  whereas  we  have  by 
our  writ  lately  commanded  the  said  defendant  to  appear  before  us  in  our  said  Chancery  at 
a certain  day  now  past  to  answer  the  said  bill.  Know  ye  that  we  have  given  unto  you  any 
three  or  two  of  you  full  power  and  authority  to  take  the  answer  of  the  said  defendant  to  the 
said  bill.  And  therefore  we  command  you  any  three  or  two  of  you  that  at  such  certain  day 
and  place  as  you  shall  think  lit  you  go  to  the  said  defendant  if  she  cannot  conveniently 
come  to  you  and  take  her  answer  to  the  said  bill  on  her  corporal  oath  upon  the  Holy 
Evangelists  to  be  administered  by  you  any  three  or  two  of  you  the  said  answer  being 
distinctly  and  plainly  wrote  upon  parchment  and  when  you  shall  have  so  taken  it  you  are 
to  send  the  same  closed  up  under  the  seals  of  you  any  three  or  two  of  you  unto  us  in  our 
said  Chancery  without  delay  wheresoever  it  shall  then  be  together  with  this  writ.  Witness 
ourself  at  Westminster  the  seventeenth  day  of  November  in  the  ninth  year  of  our  reign. 

Sewele  Woodford. 

The  execution  of  this  writ  appears  in  a certain  schedule  hereunto  annexed. 

Robt.  Sclater. 

Richd.  Edleston. 
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^Pbstvact  of  t!jc  &nstoer 

OF 

MARY  DUCKWORTH 

TAKEN  BY  COMMISSION  DECEMBER  8th,  1768. 


{Extracted  from.  Documents  in  the  Public  Record  Office.  Chancery  Bills  and  Answers. 
Reynardson  1758-1800.  Roll  2,079.] 


She  has  heard  and  believes — 

That  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  possessed  considerable  freehold  estate  in  the  parish  of  St. 
James  Westminster  and  elsewhere  amongst  other  things  two  copyhold  houses  and  fifteen 
acres  of  land  at  Carter  Place  Haslingden. 

Believes  he  had  also  considerable  personal  estate. 

Believes  he  made  his  last  will  while  in  sound  mind. 

Knows  nothing  of  facts  with  regard  to  his  personal  estate. 

That  she  is  first  cousin  of  the  said  Sir  Andrew  on  his  father’s  side  being  only  daughter  of 
the  late  Benjamin  Chadwick  one  of  the  younger  brothers  of  Ellis  father  of  Sir  Andrew. 

That  Benjamin  her  father  had  an  elder  brother  called  Robert  also  deceased  whom  she  is 
informed  and  believes  was  educated  and  brought  up  in  Dublin. 

Is  also  informed  that  Robert  her  uncle  upwards  of  60  years  ago  left  Dublin  and  returned 
to  England  residing  in  the  county  of  Lancaster  at  or  near  to  the  town  of  Haslingden. 

That  in  or  about  a year  after  a woman  known  as  Johanna  came  to  him  and  brought  along 
with  her  the  defendant  Sarah  Law  who  was  then  an  infant  of  tender  years  and  that  Robert 
cohabited  and  lived  with  Johanna  many  years  until  her  death  and  that  said  Johanna  was 
esteemed  as  his  wife  and  Sarah  Law  as  their  child  but  whether  Robert  ever  married  Johanna 
or  whether  Sarah  Law  was  his  legitimate  daughter  this  defendant  doth  not  know  but  refers  to 
Sarah  Law’s  own  answer. 

That  if  Sarah  Law  should  prove  herself  to  be  the  legitimate  daughter  of  the  said  Robert 


i82 


Appendix  A. 


which  this  defendant  doubts  then  she  is  only  first  cousin  to  the  said  Sir  Andrew  and  she  and 
this  defendant  are  the  next  of  kin  to  him. 

That  all  the  other  brothers  of  the  said  Ellis  are  long  since  dead  without  issue  as  she  has 
heard  and  believes. 

That  she  believes  that  Ellis  was  the  eldest  son  of  Robert  of  Carter  Place  Haslingden  the 
common  ancestor  of  Sir  Andrew  and  this  defendant. 

Claims  that  Sir  Andrew  has  not  made  any  will  and  that  she  and  Sarah  Law  if  she  can 
prove  her  kin  are  the  only  next  of  kin  and  entitled  to  distribute  shares  together  with  the  widow 
there  being  no  other  next  of  kin  of  Sir  Andrew  on  his  mother’s  side  but  that  if  he  did  make  a 
legal  will  she  casts  no  doubt  on  the  codicil  of  March  3rd  1768. 

That  this  defendant  is  alone  entitled  to  the  ^£5,000  bequeathed  as  Sarah  Law  is 
illegitimate.  But  if  Sarah  Law  proves  her  legitimacy  she  also  is  entitled  to  ,£5,000. 

That  Sir  Andrew  was  the  only  child  of  Ellis  the  defendant’s  eldest  uncle  and  claims 
copyhold  estate  of  Carter  Place  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor  of  Accrington  by  virtue 
of  the  court  roll  of  that  manor  as  follows  : — 

That  at  the  Plalmot  Court  of  the  most  noble  Christopher  Duke  of  Albermarle  of  his 
manor  of  Accrington  held  there  October  8th  in  the  thirty-sixth  year  of  King  Charles  II.  and 
a.d.  1684  before  Sir  Thomas  Stringer  Knight  the  then  King’s  Sergeant-at-Law  chief  steward 
thereof  and  from  thence  adjourned  to  Haslingden  in  the  manor  aforesaid  the  23rd  October 
instant  before  the  same  steward  the  said  last  named  Robert  Chadwick  and  Mary  his  wife  the 
said  Mary  being  solely  and  secretly  examined  by  their  own  free  will  acknowledge  that  for 
divers  good  causes  and  valuable  considerations  them  thereunto  moving  they  had  surrendered 
into  the  hands  of  the  lord  of  the  said  manor  to  wit  the  17th  day  of  September  then  last  past 
by  Richard  Dearden  gentleman  a customary  attorney  thereof  one  messuage  and  other  buildings 
and  fifteen  acres  of  land  more  or  less  to  the  same  belonging  situate  lying  and  being  at  Carter 
Place  in  Haslingden  in  the  manor  aforesaid  with  divers  appurtenances  in  the  said  surrender 
described  paying  rent  to  the  lord  of  the  manor  aforesaid  of  six  shillings  to  the  use  and  behoof 
of  the  said  Ellis  Chadwick  of  the  city  of  Dublin  in  the  kingdom  of  Ireland  as  heir  apparent  to 
the  said  Robert  Chadwick  the  grandfather  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.  Nevertheless  to  cede 
to  such  use  and  intention  as  was  mentioned  and  expressed  in  certain  articles  of  agreement 
bearing  even  date  with  the  said  surrender.  And  upon  this  the  aforesaid  Ellis  Chadwick  by  the 
aforesaid  Richard  Dearden  his  attorney  came  and  prayed  to  be  admitted  to  his  fine  &c.  and 
proclamation  being  thereof  made  &c.  and  that  upon  this  came  Robert  Chadwick  the  grand- 
father and  Mary  his  wife  and  forbid  the  fine  for  one  half  of  the  premises  aforesaid  for  and 
during  the  term  of  the  natural  lives  of  the  said  Robert  Chadwick  the  grandfather  and  Mary 
his  wife  or  the  longer  liver  of  them  and  it  was  so  granted  to  the  said  Ellis  Chadwick  by  the 
said  steward  to  have  and  to  hold  to  him  and  his  heirs  for  ever  according  to  the  articles  aforesaid 
as  by  a copy  of  the  said  roll  now  in  the  custody  of  the  said  Lady  Chadwick  as  this  defendant 
is  informed  and  believes. 


Abstract  of  the  Answer  of  Mary  Duckworth. 
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That  Ellis  promised  and  agreed  to  give  to  three  of  his  younger  brothers  fi2  a piece  as 
they  should  attain  the  age  of  sixteen  years  and  upwards  to  which  they  assented  and  also  that  he 
would  provide  for  maintaining  James  Chadwick  another  of  his  brothers  with  all  the  necessary 
conveniences  during  life. 

That  Robert  enjoyed  the  premises  during  life  and  Ellis  thereto  succeeded. 

That  Ellis  died  about  seventy-six  years  ago  (1692)  leaving  Andrew  an  infant  of  tender 
years  his  only  son  and  heir  at  law  who  was  afterwards  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  of  London  Knt. 
and  that  after  the  death  of  Ellis  the  said  Mary  and  her  younger  sons  continued  in  possession  of 
the  said  premises  a great  number  of  years  to  wit  of  the  moiety  in  her  own  right  and  of  the 
other  moiety  in  the  right  of  the  said  Andrew  Chadwick  her  grandson. 

That  this  defendant  has  heard  that  on  or  about  February  12th  1711  one  Robert  Haworth 
claimed  title  to  the  said  premises  at  Carter  Place  and  filed  a bill  against  the  said  Mary 
Chadwick  and  also  against  James,  Robert,  Thomas,  and  Benjamin,  her  younger  sons  in  the 
Court  of  Chancery  of  the  Duchy  of  Lancaster  for  the  discovery  of  the  title  to  which  answer  was 
filed  March  15th  1711. 

That  the  bill  was  afterwards  amended  and  Sir  Andrew  made  a party  defendant  thereto. 

That  said  bill  was  transmitted  April  13th  1719  to  the  Duchy  Court  of  Lancaster  and  that 
Sir  Andrew  put  in  his  answer  6th  May  1719  deducing  the  title  from  44  Elizabeth  saying  that  his 
grandfather  became  possessed  of  Carter  Place  September  17th  1684  and  surrendered  the  same 
to  Ellis  for  ever  whereupon  Ellis  October  7th  1684  was  admitted  to  the  premises  according  to 
the  articles  so  made  Robert  and  Mary  holding  one  half  and  Ellis  for  himself  and  three  younger 
brothers  the  other  half. 

That  bill  was  dismissed  November  15th  1720  for  want  of  prosecution. 

That  Sir  Andrew  shortly  afterwards  agreed  to  let  to  his  uncle  Benjamin  (defendant’s 
father)  all  the  said  premises  at  a yearly  rent  of  ^14  when  at  a Halmot  Court  held  at 
Haslingden  November  22nd  1726  and  on  the  oaths  of  fifteen  copyholders  that  Andrew  was  heir 
Benjamin  was  admitted  to  the  premises  as  lawful  son  of  Ellis. 

That  this  defendant  hath  not  the  least  reason  to  believe  that  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  was 
illegitimate  for  that  he  was  declared  by  this  defendant’s  father  before  the  jury  at  the  inquisition 
to  be  the  lawful  son  of  Ellis  and  the  said  Robert  who  would  have  been  heir  at  law  if  Andrew 
were  illegitimate  proved  upon  oath  that  Sir  Andrew  was  the  son  and  heir  of  the  said  Ellis. 

That  Sir  Andrew  from  that  day  forward  till  his  death  was  in  peaceable  possession  and 
receipt  of  the  rents  thereof. 

Believes  that  Robert  never  was  legally  married  to  Johanna  the  mother  of  Sarah  Law 
according  to  the  articles  and  ceremonies  of  the  Church  either  in  England  or  in  Ireland  for  this 
defendant  has  lately  searched  in  the  city  of  Dublin  where  Robert  resided  for  many  years  all  the 
registers  of  the  churches  chapels  and  parishes  within  that  city  and  cannot  find  any  evidence  of 
such  marriage. 
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That  this  defendant  is  only  daughter  and  heir  at  law  of  Benjamin  Sir  Andrew’s  uncle  and 
younger  brother  of  Ellis  his  father  and  therefore  entitled  to  Sir  Andrew’s  real  estate  as  well 
as  to  ^5,000. 

That  she  never  heard  during  Sir  Andrew’s  lifetime  any  suspicion  as  to  his  legitimacy  which 
she  believed  was  entirely  disproved. 

(Signed)  Mary  Duckworth. 

(Countersigned)  Robt:  Sclater;  Richd:  Edleston. 

(Endorsed)  Thomas  Hudson  Attorney  at  Law  Staple  Inn  London. 
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©cme 

AS  TO  THE 

PERSONAL  ESTATE  OF  SIR  ANDREW  CHADWICK 

30th  April  1770. 


[From  Public  Record  Office.  Chancery  Decrees  1770.  ] 


[Copied  from  the  Records  by  James  Boardman.] 

Lord  Chancellor. 

Alexander  Scott  esquire  plaintiff. 

John  Henry  Fenoulhet  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  widow  Caroline  Glover  John  Wells 
esquire  Sarah  Law  widow  James  Compton  esquire  Mary  Compton  Frances  Compton  and 
Penelope  Compton  spinsters  defendants. 

This  cause  coming  on  the  29th  day  of  April  instant  and  also  on  this  present  day  to  be 
heard  and  debated  before  the  Right  Honorable  the  Lord  High  Chancellor  of  Great  Britain  in 
the  presence  of  counsel  learned  on  both  sides  the  substance  of  the  plaintiff’s  bill  appeared  to 
be  that  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  Knight  deceased  being  seized  of  a considerable  freehold  and 
copyhold  estate  and  possessed  of  a very  considerable  personal  estate  did  duly  make  his 
will  bearing  date  the  7th  day  of  July  1765  all  of  his  own  handwriting  and  thereby 
devised  that  all  his  just  debts  might  be  immediately  paid  as  also  his  legacies  out  of  what 
money  might  be  in  his  dwelling-house  at  his  death  and  the  deficiences  to  go  out  of  his 
personal  estate  and  bequeathed  unto  his  dearly  beloved  wife  Margaret  Lady  Chadwick  all  his 
estate  real  and  personal  of  whatever  nature  kind  or  quality  for  her  life  with  a power  to  dispose 
of  ,£5,000  at  her  decease  and  bequeathed  unto  Elizabeth  Wakes  therein  described  ,£5,000  to 
the  defendant  Colonel  John  Wells  of  his  Majesty’s  Foot  Guards  ,£3,000  to  the  defendant  John 
Henry  Fenoulhet  £1,000  and  to  his  son  James  £ 100  to  the  Reverend  Mr.  Groves  ,£1,000  to 
Mr.  Watson  .£500  to  the  defendant  Alexander  Scott  ,£500  with  all  his  books  gold  watch  gold 
headed  cane  and  his  swords  and  all  his  pictures  at  the  decease  of  his  the  testator’s  said  wife  in 
consideration  of  his  friendly  attachment  and  obliging  attention  shown  towards  him  and 
bequeathed  to  Mr.  Keightley  his  attorney  £ 100  as  a mark  of  his  sense  of  his  integrity  and 
uprightness  and  bequeathed  to  Doctor  Manclere  £100  for  a ring  and  to  each  of  his  servants 
who  should  be  in  his  service  at  his  deceaseds  and  for  their  natural  lives  ,£5  per  annum  and 
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appointed  the  said  Mr.  Groves  and  the  said  defendant  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  executors  of  his 
said  will  and  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  his  wife  administratrix  thereof.  That 
the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  did  on  the  17th  day  of  October  1766  make  a codicil  to 
his  said  will  also  all  of  his  own  handwriting  and  thereby  bequeathed  to  Elizabeth  Wakes 
aforesaid  her  dwelling-house  (situate  in  Broad  Street  near  Golden  Square  in  the  parish  of  Saint 
James  in  the  city  and  liberty  of  Westminster  and  county  of  Middlesex  belonging  to  him 
the  said  testator)  rent  free  for  her  life  and  bequeathed  to  the  said  defendant  Colonel  John 
Wells  ,£2,000  besides  his  first  donation  including  in  the  whole  the  sum  of  .£5,000  and 
bequeathed  to  the  said  James  Fenoulhet  £100  besides  his  first  donation  including  in  the 
whole  the  sum  of  £ 200  and  bequeathed  to  his  neighbour  the  Reverend  Mr.  Deschamps 
the  sum  of  ,£100  for  a ring  and  bequeathed  to  each  of  his  servants  who  might  be  living 
with  him  at  his  deceased’s  per  annum  each  for  the  term  of  each  of  their  natural  lives  besides 
his  first  donation  including  in  the  whole  £5  to  each  of  them  after  his  decease  and  £10 
per  annum  to  each  of  them  and  bequeathed  to  the  plaintiff  Alexander  Scott  £500  besides  his 
first  donation  including  in  the  whole  the  sum  of  £1,000  money.  That  the  said  testator 
did  on  the  27th  day  of  August  1767  make  another  codicil  to  his  said  will  all  of  his  own 
handwriting  and  thereby  gave  and  bequeathed  to  Mr.  Watson  aforesaid  dS0°  besides  his  first 
donation  including  in  the  whole  the  sum  of  £1,000  to  the  said  Mr.  Keightley  d 100  besides  his 
first  donation  including  in  the  whole  the  sum  of  d 200  to  George  Keightley  his  son  the  sum  of 
£100  to  Doctor  Manclere  aforesaid  dI0°  besides  his  first  donation  including  in  the  whole 
d 200  to  Mrs.  Travigar  the  sum  of  dI0°  to  Mrs.  Maseres  the  sum  of  dIO°  to  each  of  his 
servants  as  aforesaid  dro  Per  annum  more  including  in  the  whole  d2°  Per  annum  each  for 
the  term  of  their  natural  lives  and  bequeathed  the  whole  residue  of  his  estate  (after  the  decease 
of  his  said  wife  the  defendant  Lady  Chadwick)  real  and  personal  of  whatsoever  nature  kind  or 
quality  plate  jewels  &c.  to  the  aforesaid  defendant  Colonel  John  Wells  and  the  said  plaintiff 
Alexander  Scott  to  be  divided  equally  betwixt  them  share  and  share  alike  and  further  gave  and 
bequeathed  to  the  said  Reverend  Mr.  Groves  and  to  the  defendant  Mr.  Fenoulhet  senior  his 
joint  executors  the  additional  sum  of  £ 100  each  as  a consideration  for  their  extraordinary 
trouble  in  executing  his  last  will  and  further  desired  that  his  said  wife  the  defendant  Lady 
Chadwick  should  immediately  after  his  decease  have  no  further  intercourse  communication  or 
correspondence  directly  or  indirectly  under  any  pretence  whatsoever  with  Mrs.  Caroline  Glover 
on  pain  of  forfeiting  all  title  to  the  above  mentioned  clause  of  his  will  respecting  her  his  said 
wife  excepting  an  allowance  of  £400  per  annum  for  her  life  and  to  prevent  all  animosities  and 
differences  he  desired  his  executors  to  make  a correct  inventory  of  all  his  estate  as  a satis- 
faction for  all  parties  and  reciting  that  as  he  had  found  it  necessary  to  select  and  secret  his  said 
will  for  sufficient  reasons  known  to  himself  he  hoped  it  would  escape  the  hostile  hands  of  the 
inquisitive  and  be  executed  according  to  his  intention  and  the  true  meaning  thereof.  That  the 
said  testator  did  on  the  26th  day  of  February  1768  make  another  codicil  to  his  said  will  also  all 
of  his  own  handwriting  and  thereby  bequeathed  to  John  Wilkes  Esquire  late  member  of  Parlia- 
ment for  Aylesbury  the  sum  of  £ 1,000.  That  the  said  testator  did  on  the  3rd  day  of  March 
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1768  make  another  codicil  to  his  said  will  all  of  his  own  handwriting  and  signed  by  him  in  the 
words  and  figures  following  (to  wit)  “ Codicil  to  my  last  will  and  testament  deposited  in  a 
chest  in  my  back  garret.  And  first  I do  hereby  revoke  cancel  and  annul  that  clause  or  clauses 
in  my  said  last  will  and  testament  which  bequeaths  to  John  Wells  first  Major  of  His  Majesty’s 
Third  Regiment  of  Foot  Guards  the  sum  of  ,£5,000  and  do  give  and  bequeath  to  him  instead 
thereof  the  sum  of  ,£T,ooo  with  the  joint  reversion  of  my  whole  estate  real  and  personal  of 
whatsoever  nature  quality  or  degree  on  and  after  the  decease  of  my  aforesaid  wife  Lady 
Chadwick  as  is  therein  mentioned  and  I do  also  hereby  revoke  cancel  and  annul  that 
clause  in  the  codicil  annexed  to  my  said  last  will  and  testament  which  bequeaths  to 
John  Wilkes  esquire  the  sum  of  ;£  1,000  and  although  I have  always  firmly  protested  against 
bestowing  any  donations  whatever  on  those  of  my  name  and  of  pretended  kindred  to  me  in 
consequence  of  the  base  and  cruel  usage  I met  with  when  I was  an  orphan  yet  nevertheless 
upon  serious  reflection  and  mature  deliberation  I do  hereby  leave  devise  give  and  bequeath  to 
the  Reverend  Mr.  Groves  and  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  the  sum  of  ,£5,000  upon  condition  and 
to  the  intent  that  they  or  one  of  them  do  pay  the  same  in  proportionable  shares  to  such  persons 
of  my  kindred  who  shall  appear  and  prove  their  degree  of  consanguinity  and  I further  give  and 
bequeath  the  like  sum  for  the  said  purposes  to  issue  from  the  residue  of  my  estate  at  the  decease  of 
my  said  wife  Lady  Chadwick.”  That  on  the  8th  day  of  March  1768  the  testator  made  another 
codicil  to  his  said  will  all  of  his  own  handwriting  in  the  words  and  figures  or  to  the  effect 
following  (to  wit)  “ Memorandum  by  way  of  an  additional  codicil  to  my  last  will  and  testament 
secured  from  the  two-handed  ferrets  in  a chest  in  my  back  garret  having  forgot  to  give  legacies 
to  several  whom  I desire  to  remember  in  my  will  and  made  a codicil  to  my  said  last  will  and 
testament  detached  from  it  which  from  a desire  to  conceal  at  present  perhaps  I may  have  lost 
or  mislaid  as  upon  searching  for  it  I cannot  find  it  therefore  for  my  own  satisfaction  this  shall 
supply  its  place  and  be  safer  lodged.  In  the  said  codicil  to  my  last  will  and  testament  I therein 
bequeathed  ^5,000  at  my  decease  and  the  like  sum  at  the  decease  of  my  wife  Margaret  Lady 
Chadwick  to  my  executors  mentioned  in  my  last  will  in  trust  that  they  or  either  of  them  should 
pay  the  same  in  equal  proportions  to  each  of  such  as  could  prove  themselves  of  consanguinity 
to  me  as  the  hungry  Lancashire  kites  (to  whom  I owe  nothing  either  by  the  ties  of  blood 
gratitude  or  natural  affection)  may  attempt  to  run  away  with  more  contrary  to  my  inclination 
than  they  deserve  at  my  hands  or  can  make  a good  title  to  in  which  case  the  said  sum  of 
;£io,ooo  to  go  to  the  residue  of  my  estate  chargeable  as  before  and  hereinafter  mentioned  with 
the  use  of  all  the  annual  profits  issuing  from  what  remains  to  my  said  wife  for  and  during  the 
term  of  her  natural  life  upon  condition  and  to  the  intent  that  she  my  wife  strictly  complies 
with  the  whole  of  my  said  last  will  and  testament  as  before  mentioned  otherwise  to  go 
immediately  from  her  to  those  in  remainder  except  so  much  as  before  excepted.  The  future 
good  of  my  wife  and  her  happiness  is  the  sole  motive  for  my  restricting  her  from  Mrs.  Glover’s 
company.  I have  no  enmity  to  Mrs.  Glover  nor  anybody  God  bless  her  and  everybody  I say 
and  send  her  a good  husband  a thing  she  has  more  need  of  than  he  has  of  her  though  her  late 
directions  given  to  my  madam  and  the  glib  spring  of  her  mouth  has  given  me  no  small  vexation 
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and  perplexity  for  some  time  past  and  almost  deprives  me  of  doing  as  I would  in  my  own 
house  my  estate  is  my  own  and  all  of  my  own  getting  and  I will  dispose  of  it  as  I please  and 
therefore  do  hereby  declare  that  my  said  wife  Lady  Chadwick  shall  have  no  power  whatever  to 
give  by  will  or  otherwise  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  issuing  by  virtue  of  this  my  last  will  or  from 
all  or  any  of  my  said  estate  to  the  said  Mrs.  Caroline  Glover  her  children  or  any  person  or 
persons  in  trust  for  her  or  them.”  That  on  the  nth  and  12th  days  of  March  1768  the  said 
testator  made  two  other  codicils  to  his  said  will  all  of  his  own  handwriting  and  thereby  gave 
and  bequeathed  unto  the  said  Mr.  Keightley  ,£200  more  besides  his  first  donation  including 
in  the  wdiole  the  sum  of  £(400  and  bequeathed  unto  Mr.  Paxton  of  His  Majesty’s  Exchequer 
Annuity  Office  the  sum  of  ,£5 00  with  the  reversion  of  £(1,000  to  issue  from  his  the  said  testator’s 
donation  of  ,£5,000  given  to  the  aforesaid  Mrs.  Wakes  at  her  death  and  bequeathed  to  his  old 
acquaintance  and  very  worthy  friend  Captain  Compton  £( 500  and  the  like  sum  to  each  of  his 
daughters  at  the  decease  of  his  the  testator’s  said  wife  if  both  or  either  of  them  should  survive 
the  said  defendant  Lady  Chadwick  and  also  bequeathed  unto  each  of  the  said  defendant  John 
Henry  Fenoulhet’s  children  who  were  not  before  mentioned  in  his  will  the  sum  of£(ioo  and 
bequeathed  to  his  old  acquaintance  Mrs.  Betty  Chudleigh  of  Knightsbridge  the  sum  of  100 
guineas  for  a ring  and  bequeathed  to  Mrs.  Hanrott  the  sum  of  £(  100  and  to  William  Roberts 
his  servant  (if  living  with  him  at  his  decease)  the  additional  sum  of  £(10  per  annum  for  his  life 
in  consideration  of  a late  singular  instance  of  his  faithfulness  and  duty  towards  him  and  thereby 
revoked  the  clause  or  clauses  in  his  said  will  which  bequeathed  to  John  Wilkes  Esquire  the 
sum  of  ,£1,000  and  did  thereby  give  and  bequeath  the  said  sum  of  £(1,000  to  another  patriot 
of  equal  zeal  and  public  spirit  though  less  experienced  with  court  finess  and  intrigues  reciting 
that  he  meant  honest  Scott  besides  his  former  donations  including  the  sum  of  ,£2,000  in 
money  at  present  and  the  said  testator  then  proceeds  as  follows  (to  wit)  “ As  second  thoughts 
are  best  I have  changed  my  mind  which  I think  is  enough.  Colonel  Wells  has  often  disgusted 
me.  Honest  Scott  never  did  offend  me  unless  by  his  being  other  people’s  friend  more  than  his 
own  and  debarring  me  of  the  pleasure  of  his  company  when  I stood  most  in  need  of  it  for 
these  fourteen  months  and  upwards  past  but  as  I now  know  the  cause  I overlook  it  in  him  and 
therefore  do  hereby  revoke  cancel  and  annul  that  clause  or  clauses  in  my  said  last  will  and 
testament  which  bequeaths  to  the  said  Colonel  John  Wells  the  half  of  the  residue  of  my  estate 
at  the  decease  of  my  said  wife  and  do  hereby  give  and  bequeath  the  whole  residue  of  all  and 
every  my  estate  real  and  personal  as  before  mentioned  to  Alexander  Scott  chargeable  with  the 
payment  of  £(2,000  at  the  decease  of  my  said  wife  Lady  Chadwick  to  Colonel  Wells  if  he  shall 
survive  her  otherwise  if  not  to  revert  to  Alexander  Scott  and  here  ends  my  grand  affair.  Item 
I give  and  bequeath  to  James  Fenoulhet  £( 100  more  besides  my  former  donation  including 
in  the  whole  the  sum  of  £(300  in  consideration  of  a late  proof  of  his  ingenuousness  and 
affection  shown  towards  me  as  witness  my  hand  this  12th  day  of  March  1768.  A.  Chadwick.” 
That  the  said  testator  died  on  the  15th  day  of  March  1768  that  the  said  will  and  codicil 
were  concealed  by  the  testator  in  secret  places  and  on  the  29th  day  of  the  said  March  and  not 
before  the  said  will  and  four  first  codicils  were  found  and  the  said  Samuel  Grove  and  the  said 
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defendant  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  proved  the  said  will  and  four  first  codicils  and  possessed 
the  said  testator’s  personal  estate  greatly  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  his  funeral  expenses 
just  debts  and  pecuniary  legacies.  That  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  being 
very  uneasy  under  the  said  restraint  by  the  said  codicil  of  the  27th  day  of  August  1767  annexed 
to  the  said  legacy  whereby  she  is  debarred  from  all  correspondence  with  the  said  defendant 
Caroline  Glover  formed  a scheme  to  draw  in  the  plaintiff  to  relieve  her  against  the  said  restraint 
and  accordingly  on  the  29th  day  of  March  1768  the  aforesaid  George  Keightley  the  elder  (an 
attorney  at  law)  by  the  direction  of  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  wrote  a 
letter  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  words  following — “ Sir  I am  desired  by  Lady  Chadwick  to  acquaint 
you  that  there  is  a will  of  Sir  Andrew’s  found  and  you  are  much  interested  therein  Mr.  Grove 
and  Mr.  Fenoulhet  with  Lady  Chadwick  are  appointed  executors  and  will  be  glad  to  meet  you 
at  Lady  Chadwick’s  to-morrow  at  four  o’clock  in  the  afternoon.”  That  the  said  letter  was  left 
for  the  plaintiff  on  the  31st  of  the  said  month  of  March  1768  and  not  before  and  the  plaintiff 
did  not  receive  the  same  till  the  1st  day  of  April  1768  and  thereupon  on  that  day  it  was  signified 
to  the  said  George  Keightley  the  elder  that  the  plaintiff  would  meet  him  and  the  said  Samuel 
Grove  at  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick’s  house  where  contrary  to  his  expec- 
tations the  plaintiff  found  the  said  defendants  John  Wells  and  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  and 
James  Fenoulhet  and  Mr.  Henry  Watson  and  his  wife  whereupon  the  said  George  Keightley 
the  elder  and  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  and  others  of  the  company  then 
present  importuned  the  plaintiff  to  relieve  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  against 
the  said  restraint  and  in  order  to  induce  the  plaintiff  so  to  do  the  said  George  Keightley  the 
elder  and  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  repeatedly  assured  the  plaintiff  that  by 
relieving  her  from  the  said  restraint  he  would  not  lose  or  give  up  anything  thereby  and  thereupon 
the  plaintiff  by  the  assurances  so  made  to  him  as  aforesaid  and  understanding  that  the  said 
defendants  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  and  Caroline  Glover  were  only  to  visit  each  other  as  they 
had  done  in  the  said  testator’s  lifetime  and  that  they  were  not  to  be  at  liberty  to  live  constantly 
together  in  one  house  was  inveigled  to  give  his  promise  and  not  to  take  advantage  of  the  said 
restraint  upon  which  some  of  the  said  company  without  the  plaintiff’s  concurrence  requested 
that  the  same  and  a duplicate  thereof  might  be  reduced  into  writing  whereupon  the  said  George 
Keightley  the  elder  took  out  of  his  pocket  a memorandum  or  agreement  which  he  had  brought 
with  him  ready  prepared  and  transcribed  a duplicate  thereof  therefrom  and  thereupon  the 
plaintiff  was  further  solicited  to  sign  the  same.  That  by  such  importunities  and  assurances  so 
made  to  the  plaintiff  the  plaintiff  was  so  far  inveigled  that  he  together  with  the  said  John  Wells 
(who  was  then  considered  as  one  of  the  residuary  legatees  of  the  said  testator)  at  the  said 
meeting  signed  the  said  memorandum  or  agreement  and  the  duplicate  thereof  and  thereby  the 
said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  pretends  that  the  said  plaintiff  and  the  said  John 
Wells  have  given  their  free  consent  licence  and  liberty  for  her  and  the  said  defendant  Caroline 
Glover  to  visit  correspond  and  have  communication  one  with  another  in  such  manner  as  they 
please  without  interruption  from  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  John  Wells  and  that  the  plaintiff  and 
the  said  John  Wells  have  agreed  thereby  not  to  take  any  advantage  on  any  account  or  upon  any 
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such  intercourse.  That  the  plaintiff  charges  that  he  was  drawn  in  to  sign  the  said  memorandum 
or  agreement  and  the  duplicate  thereof  by  surprise  fraud  imposition  and  undue  means.  That 
during  the  time  the  said  will  and  four  first  codicils  remained  concealed  as  aforesaid  the  said 
defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  took  into  her  possession  all  such  part  of  the  said  testator’s 
personal  estate  as  were  in  and  about  his  dwelling-house  and  she  together  with  the  said  defendant 
Caroline  Glover  did  search  into  the  said  testator’s  bureaux  boxes  and  other  places  and  found 
several  large  sums  of  money  bank  notes  India  bonds  jewels  and  other  effects  which  they  took  into 
their  custody.  That  the  said  Samuel  Grove  soon  after  proving  the  said  will  and  four  first  codicils 
took  into  his  custody  all  the  said  testator’s  books  writings  and  papers.  That  the  said  Samuel 
Grove  died  on  the  18th  day  of  February  1769  leaving  the  said  defendant  John  Henry  Fenoulhet 
surviving  him  and  thereupon  the  representatives  of  the  said  Samuel  Grove  paid  and  delivered 
over  to  the  said  defendant  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  all  such  part  of  the  said  testator’s  effects  as 
the  said  Samuel  Grove  had  received  and  on  the  29th  day  of  May  1769  and  not  before  the  said 
defendant  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  found  the  three  last  codicils  to  the  said  testator’s  will  and  soon 
afterwards  duly  proved  the  same  and  by  virtue  thereof  the  plaintiff  is  become  the  sole  residuary 
legatee  of  the  said  testator’s  personal  estate  and  the  said  defendant  John  Henry  Fenoulhet 
soon  afterwards  acquainted  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  with  the  day  and 
manner  of  finding  the  said  three  last  codicils  and  of  the  contents  thereof.  That  on  the  evening 
of  the  said  first  day  of  April  1768  after  the  plaintiff  and  the  said  John  Wells  had  signed  the 
said  memorandum  or  agreement  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  took  the  said 
defendant  Caroline  Glover  into  her  house  and  the  said  defendant  Caroline  Glover  hath  resided 
there  constantly  since.  That  the  said  defendant  Caroline  Glover  hath  since  the  death  of  the 
said  testator  by  art  and  undue  influence  obtained  from  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret 
Chadwick  divers  gifts  grants  assignments  or  other  dispositions  of  part  of  the  said  testator’s 
personal  estate  and  under  colour  thereof  hath  got  into  her  possession  divers  parts  of  the  said 
testator’s  personal  estate.  That  the  plaintiff  hath  applied  to  the  said  defendant  Caroline 
Glover  to  account  for  such  parts  of  the  said  testator’s  personal  estate  as  she  hath  possessed 
under  colour  of  such  gifts  grants  assignments  or  other  dispositions  but  she  hath  refused  so  to 
do.  That  Sir  Benjamin  Maddox  baronet  being  seized  in  fee  of  three  acres  of  pasture  ground 
in  the  parish  of  Saint  James  Westminster  did  by  lease  dated  the  26th  day  of  April  1699  made 
between  him  of  the  one  part  and  Thomas  Glasscock  of  the  other  part  demise  the  said  piece  of 
pasture  ground  and  all  the  messuages  and  buildings  thereon  erected  or  that  should  be  thereon 
erected  with  the  appurtenances  unto  the  said  Thomas  Glasscock  his  executors  administrators 
and  assigns  from  Christmas  1748  for  fifty  years  at  the  yearly  rent  of  jQ 20  and  by  another  lease 
dated  the  31st  day  of  December  17x4  and  made  between  the  said  Sir  Benjamin  Maddox 
of  the  one  part  and  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  of  the  other  part  reciting 
the  said  lease  to  the  said  Thomas  Glasscock  and  that  the  said  term  of  fifty  years  thereby 
granted  was  then  vested  in  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  the  said 
Sir  Benjamin  Maddox  in  consideration  of  ,£50  did  demise  unto  the  said  Marmaduke 
Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  their  executors  administrators  and  assigns  the  said  three 
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acres  of  pasture  ground  and  all  the  messuages  and  buildings  thereon  erected  and  gardens 
thereto  belonging  with  the  appurtenances  then  called  by  the  names  of  Poland  Street  Broad 
Street  and  part  of  Marlborough  Street  from  Christmas  1798  for  forty-nine  years  at  the 
yearly  rent  of  ,£20.  That  the  said  Sir  Benjamin  Maddox  died  in  the  year  1715  having 
made  his  will  dated  the  25th  day  of  February  1714  and  thereby  did  devise  the  said  three 
acres  of  ground  with  all  the  buildings  erections  and  improvements  unto  his  grand  daughter 
Mary  Rudyard  her  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever  subject  to  the  said  leases  to  the  said  Thomas 
Glasscock  and  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  and  the  said  Mary  Rudyard  soon 
afterwards  intermarried  with  Edward  Fitzgerald  esquire.  That  Dame  Dorothy  Maddox  the 
widow  of  the  said  Sir  Benjamin  Maddox  died  in  the  year  1723  having  made  her  will  dated  the 
13th  day  of  April  1723  and  thereby  after  reciting  the  said  leases  to  the  said  Thomas  Glasscock 
and  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  and  that  the  said  leases  were  vested  in  the 
said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  in  trust  for  her  the  said  testatrix  she  did 
will  and  appoint  that  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  should  stand 
possessed  of  the  said  leasehold  lands  and  premises  upon  trust  when  they  should  come  into 
possession  of  the  said  premises  by  virtue  of  the  said  leases  to  pay  the  clear  rents  and  profits  of 
the  said  premises  to  her  grand  daughter  the  said  Mary  Fitzgerald  during  her  life  for  her  sole 
use  exclusive  of  the  said  Edward  Fitzgerald  her  husband  and  did  also  by  her  said  will  direct 
that  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  their  executors  administrators  or 
assigns  by  fines  to  be  taken  and  leases  to  be  granted  by  them  of  the  said  leasehold  premises  in 
reversion  yearly  during  the  life  of  the  said  Mary  Fitzgerald  and  Edward  Fitzgerald  and  until  the 
commencement  of  the  said  fifty  years  term  to  raise  ^jiooa  year  for  the  sole  use  of  the  said 
Mary  Fitzgerald  during  the  life  of  the  said  Edward  Fitzgerald  or  as  long  thereof  as  she  should 
live  exclusive  of  her  said  husband  for  which  end  she  willed  that  her  said  trustees  her  executors 
administrators  and  assigns  should  yearly  during  the  life  of  the  said  Mary  Fitzgerald  before  and 
until  the  commencement  of  the  said  fifty  years  term  by  indentures  whereunto  the  said  Mary 
Fitzgerald  should  be  a party  lease  in  reversion  for  the  best  fines  that  could  be  gotten  for  the 
same  all  or  any  of  the  said  leasehold  premises  for  any  term  less  than  the  term  granted  by  the 
original  indentures  of  lease  so  as  upon  every  such  lease  there  was  made  payable  such  yearly 
rent  and  rents  as  should  bear  an  equal  proportion  as  near  as  might  be  to  the  said  reserved  rents 
of  fzo  a year  and  so  as  the  rent  to  be  reserved  in  every  such  lease  should  continue  during 
such  lease  incident  to  the  reversion  of  the  said  premises  and  remain  in  the  Lessors  thereof. 
That  by  indentures  of  lease  and  release  dated  the  18th  and  19th  days  of  January  1729  and  made 
between  the  said  Edward  Fitzgerald  and  Mary  his  wife  of  the  one  part  and  the  said  Sir  Andrew 
Chadwick  (the  testator)  of  the  other  part  reciting  the  said  leases  to  the  said  Thomas  Glasscock 
and  to  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  they  the  said  Edward  Fitzgerald 
and  Mary  his  wife  in  consideration  of  ,£120  by  the  said  indentures  of  lease  and  release  and 
a fine  levied  in  pursuance  thereof  did  convey  a piece  of  ground  parcel  of  the  said  three 
acres  of  pasture  ground  on  the  north  side  of  Broad  Street  together  with  three  messuages 
thereon  erected  being  the  first  second  and  third  houses  in  Broad  Street  next  Poland  Street 
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with  the  appurtenances  to  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  his  heirs  and  assigns 
subject  to  the  said  leases  to  the  said  Thomas  Glasscock  and  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington 
and  Thomas  Maddox  and  that  by  another  lease  quadripartite  dated  the  24th  day  of  June 
1729  and  made  between  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  of  the  first  part 
the  said  Mary  Fitzgerald  of  the  second  part  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  of  the 
third  part  and  Samuel  Horsey  Esquire  of  the  fourth  part  reciting  the  said  lease  to  the  said 
Thomas  Glasscock.  They  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  in  considera- 
tion of  ,£400  paid  by  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  of  five  shillings  paid  by  the  said 
Samuel  Horsey  did  at  the  request  of  the  said  Mary  Fitzgerald  demise  to  the  said  Samuel 
Horsey  his  executors  administrators  and  assigns  the  said  piece  of  ground  parcel  of  the  said 
three  acres  of  pasture  ground  and  three  messuages  thereon  erected  with  the  appurtenances 
from  Christmas  1748  for  forty-nine  years  eleven  months  and  twenty  days  part  of  the  said  term 
of  fifty  years  granted  to  the  said  Thomas  Glasscock  in  trust  for  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick 
his  heirs  and  assigns  and  that  the  same  term  might  not  be  merged  but  attend  upon  the 
inheritance  of  the  said  premises  at  the  yearly  rent  of  20s.  and  subject  to  the  covenants  therein 
contained.  And  that  by  another  lease  dated  the  25th  day  of  June  1729  made  between  the 
same  parties  as  are  parties  to  the  said  last  recited  lease  they  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington 
and  Thomas  Maddox  in  consideration  of  ^200  paid  by  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick 
did  at  the  request  of  the  said  Mary  Fitzgerald  and  by  appointment  of  the  said  testator 
Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  demise  to  the  said  Samuel  Horsey  his  executors  administrators  and 
assigns  the  said  piece  of  ground  parcel  of  the  said  three  acres  of  pasture  ground  and  the  three 
messuages  thereon  erected  from  Christmas  1798  for  forty-eight  years  eleven  months  and 
twenty  days  part  of  the  said  term  of  forty-nine  years  so  granted  to  the  said  Marmaduke 
Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  in  trust  for  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  his  heirs 
and  assigns  and  to  attend  the  inheritance  of  the  said  premises  at  the  yearly  rent  of  20s. 
That  the  said  two  terms  granted  to  the  said  Samuel  Horsey  ought  to  be  considered 
as  leasehold  terms  and  interest  in  gross  distinct  from  the  inheritance  of  the  said  premises 
and  ought  to  be  considered  as  part  of  the  residue  of  the  said  testator’s  personal  estate 
for  the  residue  of  the  said  respective  terms.  That  by  another  lease  tripartite  dated  the 
13th  day  of  August  1731  made  between  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  the  said  Thomas 
Maddox  of  the  first  part  the  said  Mary  Fitzgerald  of  the  second  part  and  the  said  testator 
Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  of  the  third  part  reciting  the  said  lease  to  the  said  Thomas  Glasscock 
they  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  in  consideration  of  jQi  50  paid  by 
the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  did  with  the  approbation  of  the  said  Mary  Fitzgerald 
demise  to  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  his  executors  administrators  and  assigns 
another  piece  of  ground  parcel  of  the  said  three  acres  together  with  six  messuages  thereon 
on  the  south  side  of  Broad  Street  aforesaid  from  Christmas  1748  for  forty-nine  years  eleven 
months  and  twenty  days  part  of  the  said  term  of  fifty  years  granted  to  the  said  Thomas 
Glasscock  as  aforesaid  at  the  yearly  rent  of  ten  shillings.  By  another  lease  tripartite  dated  the 
1 7th  day  of  August  1731  made  between  the  same  parties  as  are  parties  to  the  said  last  mentioned 
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lease  reciting  the  said  lease  to  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  the  said  Thomas  Maddox 
the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  did  in  consideration  of  ,£50  paid  by  the 
said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  with  the  approbation  of  the  said  Mary  Fitzgerald  demise 
to  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  his  executors  administrators  and  assigns  the  said 
last  mentioned  piece  of  ground  and  six  messuages  thereon  erected  from  Christmas  1798  for 
forty-eight  years  eleven  months  and  twenty  days  part  of  the  said  term  of  forty-nine  years  so 
granted  to  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  aforesaid  at  the  yearly  rent  of 
ten  shillings.  And  by  other  indentures  of  lease  and  release  dated  the  18th  and  19th  days  of 
August  1731  made  between  the  said  Edward  Fitzgerald  and  Mary  his  wife  of  the  one  part  and 
the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  the  said  Samuel  Horsey  being  a person  named  by 
the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  to  be  his  trustee  of  the  other  part  reciting  the 
said  leases  to  the  said  Thomas  Glasscock  and  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas 
Maddox  the  said  Edward  Fitzgerald  and  Mary  his  wife  did  in  consideration  of  f'io  paid  by  the 
said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  of  five  shillings  by  the  said  Samuel  Horsey  by  the  said 
indentures  of  lease  and  release  and  a fine  convey  unto  the  said  Samuel  Horsey  the  said  last 
mentioned  piece  of  ground  and  six  messuages  thereon  erected  in  trust  for  the  said  testator 
Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever  subject  to  the  said  leases  to  the  said 
Thomas  Glasscock  and  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  which  were 
particularly  excepted.  That  by  other  indentures  of  lease  and  release  dated  the  8th  and  9th 
days  of  August  1733  made  between  the  said  Edward  Fitzgerald  and  Mary  his  wife  of  the  one 
part  and  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  William  Compton  esquire  being  a person 
named  by  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  to  be  his  trustee  of  the  other  part  reciting 
the  said  leases  to  the  said  Thomas  Glasscock  and  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and 
Thomas  Maddox  the  said  Edward  Fitzgerald  and  Mary  his  wife  did  in  consideration  of  ,£100 
paid  by  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  of  five  shillings  by  the  said  William  Compton 
by  the  said  indentures  of  lease  and  release  and  a fine  convey  unto  the  said  William  Compton 
another  piece  of  ground  on  the  east  side  of  Poland  Street  containing  in  the  front  (including  a 
passage)  ninety-six  feet  parcel  of  the  said  three  acres  together  with  three  messuages  thereon 
being  the  first  second  and  third  houses  from  Broad  Street  to  hold  unto  the  said  William 
Compton  his  heirs  and  assigns  in  trust  for  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  his  heirs  and 
assigns  for  ever  subject  to  the  said  leases  to  the  said  Thomas  Glasscock  and  the  said  Marmaduke 
Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  which  were  particularly  excepted.  And  by  another  lease  dated 
the  first  day  of  November  1733  and  made  between  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas 
Maddox  of  the  first  part  the  said  Mary  Fitzgerald  of  the  second  part  and  the  said  testator  Sir 
Andrew  Chadwick  of  the  third  part  reciting  the  said  lease  to  the  said  Thomas  Glasscock  they 
the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  in  consideration  of  fzoo  paid  by  the 
said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  did  with  the  approbation  of  the  said  Mary  Fitzgerald  demise 
to  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  his  executors  administrators  and  assigns  the  said 
last  mentioned  piece  of  ground  and  passage  and  three  messuages  with  the  appurtenances  from 
Christmas  1748  for  forty-nine  years  eleven  months  and  twenty  days  part  of  the  said  term  of 
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fifty  years  so  granted  to  the  said  Thomas  Glasscock  at  the  yearly  rent  of  ten  shillings.  And  by 
another  lease  dated  the  first  day  of  November  1733  made  between  the  same  parties  as  are 
parties  to  the  said  last  recited  lease  reciting  the  said  lease  to  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and 
Thomas  Maddox  they  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  in  consideration  of 
,£40  paid  by  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  did  with  the  approbation  of  the  said  Mary 
Fitzgerald  demise  to  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  his  executors  administrators  and 
assigns  the  said  last  mentioned  piece  of  ground  and  passage  and  three  messuages  from 
Christmas  1798  for  forty-eight  years  eleven  months  and  twenty  days  part  of  the  said  term  of 
forty-nine  years  so  granted  to  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  at  the  yearly 
rent  of  ten  shillings.  That  by  another  lease  dated  the  21st  day  of  March  1734  made  between 
the  same  parties  as  are  parties  to  the  last  mentioned  lease  reciting  the  said  lease  to  the  said 
Thomas  Glasscock  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  in  consideration  of 
jQSo  to  them  paid  by  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  did  with  the  approbation  of  the 
said  Mary  Fitzgerald  demise  to  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  his  executors  adminis- 
trators and  assigns  another  piece  of  ground  on  the  east  side  of  Poland  Street  aforesaid  parcel 
of  the  said  three  acres  of  pasture  ground  together  with  two  messuages  thereon  erected  being 
the  fourth  and  fifth  houses  from  Broad  Street  from  Christmas  1748  for  forty-nine  years 
eleven  months  and  twenty  days  part  of  the  said  term  of  fifty  years  so  granted  to  the  said 
Thomas  Glasscock  at  the  yearly  rent  of  twenty  shillings.  And  that  by  another  lease  dated 
the  2 1 st  day  of  March  1734  and  made  between  the  same  parties  as  are  parties  to  the  last 
mentioned  lease  reciting  the  said  lease  to  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox 
in  consideration  of  pC 40  paid  by  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  they  the  said 
Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  did  with  the  approbation  of  the  said  Mary 
Fitzgerald  demise  to  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  his  executors  administrators  and 
assigns  the  said  last  mentioned  piece  of  ground  and  two  messuages  from  Christmas  1798  for 
forty-eight  years  eleven  months  and  twenty  days  part  of  the  said  term  of  forty-nine  years  so 
granted  to  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  at  the  yearly  rent  of  twenty 
shillings.  That  by  other  indentures  of  lease  and  release  dated  the  14th  and  15th  days  of  May 
1735  made  between  the  said  Edward  Fitzgerald  and  Mary  his  wife  of  the  one  part  and  the  said 
testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  the  said  William  Compton  being  a person  named  by  the 
said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  to  be  his  trustee  of  the  other  part  reciting  the  said  lease 
to  the  said  Thomas  Glasscock  and  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  the 
said  Edward  Fitzgerald  and  Mary  his  wife  did  in  consideration  of  ^40  paid  by  the  said  testator 
Sir  A ndrew  Chadwick  and  of  five  shillings  by  the  said  William  Compton  by  the  said  indentures 
of  lease  and  release  and  a fine  levied  convey  unto  the  said  William  Compton  the  said  last 
mentioned  piece  of  ground  and  two  messuages  in  trust  for  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew 
Chadwick  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever  subject  to  the  said  leases  to  the  said  Thomas  Glasscock 
and  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  which  were  particularly  excepted. 
That  the  said  last  mentioned  terms  and  interest  in  the  said  last  eleven  messuages  are  part  of 
the  residue  of  the  said  testator’s  personal  estate  during  the  residue  of  the  respective  terms. 
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That  the  said  testator  was  at  his  death  possessed  of  several  annuity  bonds  warrants  or  slips 
from  the  governor  and  Company  of  the  York  Buildings  Water  Works  which  were  made  payable 
to  one  of  the  Company’s  servants  his  executors  administrators  and  assigns  and  were  assignable 
by  indorsement  and  the  same  thereby  became  negotiable  in  like  manner  as  East  India  Bonds 
are.  That  the  plaintiff  hoped  that  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  would  have 
given  a fair  account  to  the  said  defendant  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  of  all  the  said  testator 
Sir  Andrew  Chadwick’s  effects  as  she  took  into  her  possession  and  would  have  paid  over  the 
same  to  the  said  defendant  John  Henry  Fenoulhet.  That  the  plaintiff  hath  often  applied  to  the 
said  defendant  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  to  make  an  inventory  and  account  of  the  said  testator’s 
personal  estate  and  to  perform  the  said  testator’s  will  and  codicils  and  to  give  the  plaintiff  an 
account  of  the  particulars  of  the  said  personal  estate  and  how  the  same  hath  been  administered 
but  the  said  defendant  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  pretends  that  he  cannot  safely  act  in  the 
said  executorship  without  the  directions  of  this  court  and  refuses  to  give  the  plaintiff  an 
account  of  the  said  testator’s  personal  estate.  That  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret 
Chadwick  insists  on  the  benefit  of  the  said  memorandum  or  duplicate  so  signed  by  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendant  John  Wells  in  its  full  extent  and  that  the  same  is  an  absolute 
release  to  her  from  all  the  restrictive  clauses  in  the  said  will  and  codicils  whereas  the 
plaintiff  charges  that  he  was  drawn  in  to  sign  the  said  memorandum  or  agreement  and 
duplicate  thereof  by  false  assurances  and  by  surprise  fraud  imposition  and  undue  means 
and  that  supposing  the  said  memorandum  or  agreement  to  have  been  fairly  obtained  it  could 
not  have  any  effect  from  the  moment  that  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick 
took  the  said  defendant  Caroline  Glover  into  her  house  and  more  especially  after  the  discovery 
of  the  said  three  last  codicils  by  which  the  plaintiff  is  become  entitled  to  the  whole  residue  of 
the  said  testator’s  personal  estate  and  whereby  it  is  manifested  that  the  plaintiff  was  entirely 
unacquainted  with  such  right  when  he  signed  the  said  memorandum  or  agreement  and 
therefore  the  plaintiff  charges  that  the  said  memorandum  and  duplicate  are  null  and  void 
and  ought  to  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled  and  that  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret 
Chadwick  by  residing  with  the  said  defendant  Caroline  Glover  hath  forfeited  every  conditional 
bequest  in  her  favour  by  the  said  will  or  codicil  except  as  to  the  said  sum  of  ,£400  a year 
for  her  life.  That  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  also  pretends  that  she  is 
entitled  to  the  absolute  possession  of  several  large  sums  of  ready  money  which  she  got  into 
her  hands  in  the  said  testator’s  lifetime  and  which  she  pretends  are  arisen  by  savings  made 
by  her  out  of  her  own  pin  money  and  other  effects  settled  for  her  separate  use  and  that  she 
is  entitled  to  all  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick’s  jewels  watches  and  many  other 
valuable  things  her  paraphernalia  and  particularly  to  three  gold  watches  and  also  to  divers 
other  jewels  and  valuable  ornaments  and  sundry  mourning  rings  medals  and  old  coins  given 
to  her  by  her  said  late  husband  and  others  whereas  the  plaintiff  charges  and  insists  that 
subject  to  the  said  annuity  of  ^400  which  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  is 
entitled  to  for  her  life  and  to  the  several  annuities  to  the  servants  of  the  said  testator 
Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  who  were  living  with  him  at  his  decease  he  the  said  plaintiff  is 
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entitled  to  the  whole  residue  of  the  said  testator’s  personal  estate  and  that  the  said  defendant 
Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  has  no  pin  money  or  separate  estate  and  that  she  is  not  entitled 
to  any  effects  that  were  in  her  hands  at  the  said  testator’s  death  and  that  she  ought  to 
account  for  the  same  and  that  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  is  not  entitled 
to  anything  more  as  her  paraphernalia  than  to  one  gold  watch  and  the  jewels  clothes  and 
ornaments  usually  worn  by  her  of  which  she  ought  to  set  forth  a distinct  account.  That  the 
said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  also  pretends  that  she  hath  lately  discovered  that 
the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  having  taken  out  letters  of  Administration  with  the 
will  annexed  of  Richard  Humfrey  her  late  father  deceased  did  possess  himself  of  ^450 
New  South  Sea  Annuities  belonging  to  her  said  father  and  standing  in  his  name  at  his 
death  as  survivor  in  a joint  account  with  Judith  Humfrey  her  late  sister  deceased  and 
that  the  said  testator  caused  the  same  to  be  transferred  into  his  name  and  that  by  virtue  of 
articles  of  agreement  executed  previous  to  her  marriage  between  the  said  testator  of  the  one 
part  and  her  said  late  father  of  the  other  part  she  is  a creditor  upon  the  estate  of  the  said 
testator  for  the  said  ^450  and  all  the  dividends  that  have  become  due  since  the  death  of  her 
said  father  and  received  by  the  said  testator  and  that  the  same  ought  to  be  transferred  to  her 
or  the  value  thereof  paid  her  out  of  the  said  testator’s  personal  estate  and  that  she  is  also 
entitled  to  the  dividends  that  have  become  due  for  the  same  since  the  said  testator’s  death 
whereas  the  plaintiff  charges  that  if  the  said  testator  did  ever  possess  himself  of  the  said 
^450  New  South  Sea  Annuities  (which  he  denies)  he  did  it  above  twenty  years  ago  with  the 
permission  of  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  and  that  the  said  testator  always 
during  their  intermarriage  provided  for  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  all  her 
maintenance  wearing  apparel  and  other  necessaries  and  that  she  is  barred  from  having  the 
said  ^450  New  South  Sea  Annuities  transferred  to  her  or  any  satisfaction  for  the  same. 
That  the  defendant  Sarah  Law  pretends  that  she  is  heir-at-law  of  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew 
Chadwick  and  that  she  is  entitled  to  all  the  freehold  and  copyhold  estate  whereof  the  said 
testator  died  possessed  as  his  will  and  codicils  were  not  executed  as  the  law  directs  for  the 
passing  of  real  estates  and  also  pretends  that  the  said  three  houses  first  above  mentioned  of 
which  the  said  testator  purchased  the  inheritance  in  his  own  name  and  took  leases  in  the  name 
of  the  said  Samuel  Horsey  are  freehold.  That  the  plaintiff  also  charges  that  the  said  testator 
had  two  distinct  interests  in  the  said  three  houses  first  mentioned  having  a freehold  in  his  own 
name  subject  to  the  said  leasehold  interest  in  the  name  of  the  said  Samuel  Horsey  which  were 
only  derivative  terms  carved  out  of  larger  terms  and  no  more  than  in  the  nature  of  common 
leases  and  as  such  the  leasehold  interest  ought  to  go  with  the  residue  of  the  said  testator’s 
personal  estate.  That  the  said  defendant  Sarah  Law  also  pretends  that  the  said  terms  in  the 
said  eleven  houses  last  mentioned  of  which  the  said  testator  took  leases  in  his  own  name  as 
aforesaid  and  purchased  the  fee  thereof  in  the  names  of  trustees  ought  to  be  considered  as 
merged  in  the  freehold  whereas  the  plaintiff  charges  that  the  said  several  terms  in  the  said 
eleven  houses  last  mentioned  are  chattel  interests  not  merged  in  the  freehold  and  are  now  to 
be  considered  as  terms  in  gross  and  to  go  to  the  residue  of  the  said  testator’s  personal  estate. 
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That  the  said  defendant  Sarah  Law  also  pretends  that  the  York  Buildings  Bonds  were  in  the 
nature  of  shares  in  the  New  River  Company  and  will  descend  on  the  said  testator’s  heir-at-law 
whereas  the  plaintiff  charges  that  the  same  are  personal  estate  and  are  so  considered  by  a decree 
of  this  court  made  the  24th  day  of  October  1770  in  a cause  wherein  John  Higgins  esquire  and 
the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  other  creditors  of  the  York  Buildings  Company  were 
plaintiffs  and  the  governor  and  Company  of  the  York  Buildings  were  defendants.  That  the  said 
defendant  John  Wells  pretends  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  legacy  of  j£ 5, 000  given  him  by  the  first 
codicil  and  also  to  .£2,000  out  of  the  residue  of  the  personal  estate  after  the  death  of  the  said 
testator’s  wife  given  him  by  the  codicil  of  the  nth  day  of  March  1768  whereas  the  plaintiff 
charges  that  the  said  defendant  John  Wells  is  only  entitled  to  the  legacy  of  £ 1,000  given 
him  by  the  said  codicil  of  the  said  3rd  day  of  March  1768  which  has  been  paid  him  and 
to  the  sum  of  £2,000  given  him  by  the  said  codicil  of  the  nth  day  of  March  1768  upon 
the  contingency  before  mentioned.  That  the  plaintiff  also  charges  that  the  said  legacy  of 
£500  given  to  the  said  defendant  James  Compton  is  reversionary  and  not  to  be  paid  till 
after  the  death  of  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  and  that  the  said  testator 
intended  that  only  two  of  the  daughters  of  the  said  defendant  James  Compton  should  be 
entitled  to  the  said  legacy  of  £500  each  after  the  death  of  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret 
Chadwick  as  he  makes  use  of  the  words  “ if  both  or  either  of  them  should  survive  Lady 
Chadwick  ” and  although  it  is  true  that  the  said  defendant  James  Compton  has  three 
daughters  yet  that  the  ambiguity  in  the  said  codicil  must  be  construed  by  the  fact  and  that 
the  fact  is  that  the  said  defendant  Mary  Compton  and  Frances  Compton  constantly  lived 
in  the  said  testator’s  lifetime  at  home  with  their  said  father  and  that  the  said  defendant 
Penelope  Compton  always  lived  at  a distance  from  her  said  father  almost  from  her  infancy 
to  the  death  of  the  said  testator  and  that  the  said  defendants  Mary  Compton  and  Frances 
Compton  used  to  visit  the  said  testator  and  that  from  thence  the  said  testator  conceived  a 
particular  regard  for  them  and  therefore  that  the  said  defendants  Mary  Compton  and  Frances 
Compton  only  were  the  objects  of  the  said  testator’s  bounty  and  not  the  said  defendant 
Penelope  Compton.  Therefore  that  the  defendants  may  answer  the  several  matters  aforesaid 
and  that  an  account  may  be  taken  of  the  personal  estate  and  effects  of  the  said  testator 
Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  of  the  profits  and  produce  thereof  come  to  the  hands  of  his 
executors  or  of  the  said  defendants  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  and  Caroline  Glover  of 
the  said  testator’s  funeral  expenses  debts  and  pecuniary  legacies  and  that  the  same  may  be 
paid  in  a course  of  administration  and  that  it  may  be  decreed  that  the  said  memorandum 
or  agreement  and  the  duplicate  thereof  are  null  and  void  and  of  none  effect  and  that 
the  same  may  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled  and  also  that  the  said  defendant  Dame 
Margaret  Chadwick  hath  forfeited  her  right  to  the  said  legacy  given  her  by  the  said 
testator’s  will  and  that  she  is  not  entitled  to  the  whole  rents  and  profits  of  the  said 
testator’s  personal  estate  nor  to  the  use  of  his  household  goods  and  furniture  together 
with  his  pictures  plate  linen  china  and  wearing  apparel  nor  to  the  principal  sum  of 
£5,000  nor  to  a right  to  dispose  of  such  principal  sum  out  of  the  residue  of  the  said 


198 


Appendix  A. 


testator’s  personal  estate  at  her  death  but  that  she  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret 
Chadwick  is  only  entitled  to  an  annuity  of  ^400  a year  out  of  the  produce  of  the  said  testator’s 
personal  estate  during  her  life  and  that  subject  to  such  annuity  and  to  the  several  annuities  to 
the  servants  of  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  who  were  living  with  him  at  his  decease 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  whole  residue  of  the  said  testator’s  personal  estate  and  that  it  may 
be  also  decreed  that  the  gifts  grants  assignments  and  other  dispositions  obtained  by  the  said 
defendant  Caroline  Glover  from  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  in  manner 
aforesaid  were  obtained  by  art  and  imposition  and  undue  influence  and  also  that  the  same 
gifts  grants  assignments  and  other  dispositions  are  null  and  void  and  that  the  same  may  be 
delivered  up  to  be  cancelled  and  that  upon  the  plaintiff  securing  an  annuity  of  ^400  a 
year  to  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  during  her  life  and  the  several 
annuities  to  the  servants  of  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  who  were  living  with 
him  at  the  time  of  his  death  the  plaintiff  may  have  the  whole  residue  of  the  said  testator 
Sir  Andrew  Chadwick’s  personal  estate  and  effects  with  the  title  deeds  and  writings  thereto 
belonging  paid  assigned  transferred  and  delivered  over  to  him  and  to  be  relieved  in  the  premises 
is  the  scope  of  the  said  bill.  Whereto  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  John  Henry  Fenoulhet 
alleged  that  he  by  his  answer  to  the  said  bill  admits  that  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew 
Chadwick  died  seized  of  divers  freehold  copyhold  and  leasehold  estates  and  possessed  of  a 
considerable  personal  estate  and  that  he  made  such  will  and  four  first  codicils  as  in  the  bill  set 
forth  and  saith  that  the  said  testator  having  deposited  the  said  will  and  four  codicils  in  an 
unsuspected  place  the  same  were  not  found  until  about  a fortnight  after  his  death  notwith- 
standing a diligent  search  was  made  and  that  during  such  search  there  were  found  in  different 
places  in  and  about  the  said  testator’s  house  in  cash  and  bank  notes  £3,219.  15s.  6d.  which 
was  possessed  by  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  and  after  the  will  was  found 
the  whole  was  delivered  to  him  this  defendant  and  the  said  Samuel  Grove  his  executors 
(since  deceased)  except  £55.  4s.  od.  which  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick 
is  still  accountable  for  and  admits  that  soon  after  the  will  and  four  first  codicils  were  found 
he  and  the  said  Samuel  Grove  proved  the  same  and  possessed  the  said  testator’s  personal 
estate  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  his  debts  legacies  and  funeral  expenses  and  further  saith  that 
he  believes  the  said  testator  did  in  his  lifetime  purchase  the  freehold  of  the  three  first  houses 
in  the  bill  mentioned  in  his  own  name  and  afterwards  took  leases  of  the  same  in  the  name 
of  a trustee  as  in  the  bill  mentioned  and  that  such  deeds  and  leases  as  are  set  forth  in  the  bill 
were  executed  and  further  saith  that  he  believes  the  said  testator  did  also  take  leases  in  his 
own  name  of  the  eleven  houses  in  the  bill  mentioned  and  afterwards  purchase  the  freehold 
thereof  in  the  name  of  a trustee  as  in  the  bill  also  mentioned  and  that  such  deeds  and  leases 
as  in  the  bill  set  forth  were  executed  relative  thereto  and  submits  to  the  court  whether  the 
said  three  houses  and  the  said  eleven  houses  and  the  said  testator’s  terms  therein  are  leasehold 
and  vested  in  him  the  defendant  and  to  be  considered  as  part  of  the  residue  of  his  personal 
estate  and  also  saith  that  he  believes  the  said  testator  was  possessed  of  divers  York  Buildings 
Bonds  made  payable  to  one  of  the  Copipany’s  servants  his  executors  administrators  and 
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assigns  and  were  assignable  by  indorsement  thereon  and  were  in  their  nature  negotiable  in 
Exchange  Alley  in  like  manner  as  East  India  Bonds  and  saith  he  believes  that  they  were  of 
such  date  and  effect  as  in  the  bill  set  forth  and  submits  whether  they  are  to  be  considered 
as  personal  estate  or  not  but  saith  that  sundry  payments  have  been  made  to  the  personal 
representatives  of  the  several  deceased  proprietors  of  such  bonds.  And  that  he  the  defendant 
by  his  further  answer  admits  that  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  did  make  and  sign 
three  codicils  to  his  said  will  and  all  of  his  own  handwriting  dated  respectively  the  8th  nth 
and  12th  days  of  March  1768  of  such  purport  and  effect  as  in  the  said  bill  set  forth  and 
also  admits  that  after  proving  the  will  and  the  said  three  first  codicils  the  said  Samuel 
Grove  caused  the  said  testator’s  books  and  papers  to  be  removed  from  the  said  testator’s 
dwelling-house  and  took  them  to  his  own  dwelling-house  and  put  them  in  a confused 
manner  into  an  outbuilding  the  same  being  looked  on  as  of  no  value  and  further 
admits  that  the  said  papers  and  writings  remained  in  the  said  manner  in  the  said 
outbuilding  till  the  18th  day  of  February  1769  and  that  soon  after  the  said  Samuel  Grove’s 
death  he  the  defendant  applied  to  his  executors  for  the  said  books  papers  and  writings 
and  took  them  into  his  own  possession  and  saith  that  being  afraid  of  the  said  papers  taking 
fire  by  accident  he  the  defendant  resolved  to  make  a search  amongst  them  and  dispose 
of  such  as  were  of  no  use  and  admits  that  whilst  he  was  making  such  search  (to  wit) 
on  the  29th  day  of  May  1769  he  found  the  said  three  last  mentioned  codicils  amongst 
the  papers  and  that  he  afterwards  proved  the  same  and  submits  to  act  in  the  execution 
of  the  said  testator’s  will  and  codicils  as  this  court  shall  direct.  And  the  counsel  for  the 
said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  alleged  that  she  by  her  answer  admits  that  the 
said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  was  seized  and  possessed  of  such  real  and  personal 
estates  and  made  such  will  and  several  codicils  as  in  the  bill  set  forth  and  saith  that  she 
believes  that  the  said  will  and  codicils  had  been  secreted  by  the  said  testator  by  reason 
whereof  the  same  were  not  found  until  about  a fortnight  after  his  death  and  admits  that 
her  said  late  husband  died  about  the  time  in  the  bill  mentioned  (that  is  to  say)  between  the 
hours  of  one  and  two  in  the  morning  of  the  15th  day  of  March  1768  and  also  saith  that 
she  the  said  defendant  did  immediately  after  her  said  husband’s  death  order  one  of  the 
servants  to  go  to  the  dwelling-house  of  the  defendant  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  (one  of  the 
legatees  and  executors  named  in  the  will)  and  Mr.  George  Keightley  (one  other  of  the 
legatees)  and  that  both  of  them  were  well  respected  by  her  the  defendant’s  said  late  husband 
and  to  acquaint  them  of  his  death  and  her  the  defendant’s  desire  that  they  would  come  to 
her  and  also  saith  that  on  the  same  morning  she  the  defendant  likewise  ordered  the 
defendant  Caroline  Glover  a lady  who  was  a near  neighbour  and  a tenant  to  her  the 
defendant’s  said  late  husband  also  to  be  made  acquainted  with  the  said  testator’s  death  and 
her  the  defendant’s  desire  to  see  her  and  saith  that  soon  after  the  said  defendant  John  Henry 
Fenoulhet  and  his  son  James  Fenoulhet  both  came  together  to  the  defendant  between  the 
hours  of  seven  and  eight  in  the  morning  and  soon  after  them  came  the  said  George  Keightley 
and  last  came  the  said  defendant  Caroline  Glover  and  further  saith  that  soon  after  the  said 
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defendant  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  and  the  said  James  Fenoulhet  and  George  Keightley  were 
met  search  was  made  in  such  repositories  as  were  thought  most  likely  to  contain  any  matters 
papers  or  things  of  importance  and  saith  that  there  were  then  found  in  several  different  places 
divers  sums  of  money  which  were  counted  by  the  said  defendant  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  the 
said  James  Fenoulhet  and  George  Keightley  and  the  said  defendant  Caroline  Glover  and 
which  amounted  to  the  sum  of  ,£544.  15s.  6d.  or  thereabouts  as  she  the  defendant  saith  she 
believes  and  also  saith  she  believes  that  the  said  defendant  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  after  the 
said  money  had  been  discovered  and  before  any  bank  notes  were  found  went  to  attend  his 
office  at  the  South  Sea  House  and  saith  that  after  the  said  defendant  John  Henry  Fenoulhet 
had  left  her  (the  defendant)  they  the  said  James  Fenoulhet  and  George  Keightley  and  the 
said  defendant  Caroline  Glover  stayed  with  her  the  defendant  and  proceeded  in  their  search 
and  that  upon  making  such  search  she  the  defendant  in  the  presence  of  the  said  James 
Fenoulhet  and  George  Keightley  and  the  said  defendant  Caroline  Glover  found  several  bank 
notes  and  bills  drawn  on  the  bank  amounting  together  to  ^2,675  and  no  more  and  which 
said  two  sums  of  ,£544.  15s.  6d.  in  money  and  ^2,675  in  bank  notes  and  bills  were  after 
such  accounts  were  taken  thereof  as  aforesaid  possessed  by  her  the  defendant  and  saith  that 
she  the  defendant  delivered  the  said  bank  notes  and  bills  into  the  hands  of  the  said  defendant 
John  Henry  Fenoulhet  to  invest  the  same  in  some  of  the  public  funds  and  that  he  did 
accordingly  buy  therewith  or  with  the  greatest  part  thereof  in  the  name  of  her  the  defendant 
^2,900  New  South  Sea  Annuities  which  with  the  charges  and  commission  and  other  incidental 
charges  cost  the  sum  of  ^2,664.  xis.  6d.  And  further  saith  that  the  said  defendant  John 
Henry  Fenoulhet  and  the  said  James  Fenoulhet  and  the  said  defendant  Caroline  Glover  and 
she  the  defendant  continued  their  search  until  the  29th  day  of  March  1768  when  the  said 
defendant  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  the  said  James  Fenoulhet  and  George  Keightley  being 
present  together  at  the  said  testator’s  late  dwelling-house  they  found  the  will  and  codicils 
set  forth  in  the  bill  and  saith  that  the  said  will  and  codicils  have  been  duly  proved  by  the 
Reverend  Samuel  Grove  and  the  said  defendant  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  the  executors  named 
in  the  said  will  and  further  saith  that  after  the  said  will  and  codicils  were  proved  she  the 
defendant  executed  a letter  of  attorney  to  impower  the  said  Samuel  Grove  and  the  said 
defendant  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  to  sell  the  said  ^2,900  New  South  Sea  Annuities  and 
receive  the  money  arising  thereby  which  they  accordingly  did  and  further  saith  that  she  the 
defendant  paid  unto  the  said  defendant  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  ^500  part  of  the  said 
^554.  15s.  6d.  possessed  by  her  and  before  mentioned  after  which  there  remained  in  her 
hands  a balance  of  ^54.  4s.  od.  and  submits  to  be  accountable  for  the  same  to  the  said 
executors.  And  also  saith  that  upon  the  death  of  her  said  late  husband  she  possessed  his 
household  goods  and  furniture  pictures  plate  linen  china  wearing  apparel  and  other  effects 
that  were  in  his  dwelling-house  at  his  death  accounts  or  inventories  and  appraisements 
whereof  were  by  the  orders  of  the  said  executors  soon  after  they  had  proved  the  said  will 
and  codicils  taken  and  copies  thereof  sent  to  her  the  defendant  and  also  saith  that  the 
household  goods  and  furniture  together  with  the  pictures  plate  linen  china  and  wearing 
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apparel  of  the  said  testator  still  remain  in  her  hands  an  account  whereof  she  the  defendant 
hath  set  forth  in  the  first  schedule  to  her  answer  annexed  and  the  use  whereof  she  claims 
to  have  during  her  life.  And  further  saith  that  she  the  defendant  had  in  her  own  custody 
at  the  death  of  her  said  late  husband  in  ready  money  £ 887.  2s.  8d.  which  she  claims 
as  her  own  separate  estate  and  for  which  she  insists  she  ought  not  to  be  accountable  by 
reason  that  the  same  arose  from  savings  made  by  her  out  of  her  own  pin  money  and  other 
effects  settled  upon  her  for  her  separate  use  and  over  which  she  submits  that  her  said 
late  husband  had  not  any  control  or  power  to  dispose  of  and  saith  that  part  of  the  said 
^887.  2s.  8d.  she  the  defendant  had  saved  out  of  the  yearly  sum  of  £$o  which  she  the 
defendant  received  from  her  late  father  Richard  Humfrey  deceased  in  pursuance  of  articles 
of  agreement  executed  before  the  marriage  of  her  the  defendant’s  late  husband  with  her 
the  defendant  dated  the  12th  day  of  November  1718  made  between  the  said  testator  Sir 
Andrew  Chadwick  of  the  one  part  and  the  said  Richard  Humfrey  of  the  other  part  and 
whereby  the  said  Richard  Humfrey  covenanted  that  he  would  yearly  during  the  lives  of 
him  the  said  Richard  Humfrey  and  her  the  defendant  pay  by  half-yearly  payments  to  her 
the  defendant  ^50  for  her  separate  use  and  that  the  same  should  not  be  subject  to  the 
control  of  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  saith  that  other  part  of  the  said 
f 887.  2s.  8d.  she  the  defendant  saved  out  of  the  interest  of  the  principal  sum  of  ^300 
which  said  principal  sum  of  ^300  arose  and  was  saved  by  her  the  defendant  out  of  the 
said  yearly  sum  of  ^50  and  which  said  principal  sum  of  ^300  she  the  defendant  had  many 
years  since  deposited  in  the  hands  of  her  said  late  husband  upon  his  agreeing  to  pay  her 
interest  for  the  same  and  which  interest  he  actually  paid  to  her  the  defendant  regularly  to  the 
Christmas  before  he  died  and  saith  that  the  said  principal  sum  of  ^300  now  remains  due  to 
the  defendant  and  insists  that  the  said  ^300  with  interest  for  the  same  at  ^5  per  cent  and 
which  is  the  same  rate  of  interest  as  was  paid  for  the  same  by  the  said  testator  in  his  lifetime 

ought  to  be  paid  to  her  the  defendant  out  of  the  assets  of  her  said  late  husband  as  a debt 

due  from  his  estate  and  saith  that  the  remainder  of  the  said  fSS’j.  2s.  8d.  she  the  defendant 
had  saved  out  of  some  part  of  the  rents  of  a freehold  messuage  and  premises  situate  at 
Croom’s  Hill  in  the  parish  of  East  Greenwich  in  the  County  of  Kent  and  of  her  leasehold 
messuages  in  Portsmouth  Row  on  Black  Heath  in  the  said  County  of  Kent  late  part  of 
the  estate  of  the  said  Richard  Humfrey  and  which  came  to  her  the  defendant  and  her 
late  sister  Elizabeth  Humfrey  deceased  upon  the  death  of  the  said  Richard  Humfrey  her 
the  defendant’s  said  late  father  under  his  will  dated  the  nth  day  of  November  1718  which 

rents  were  received  by  her  the  defendant’s  said  late  husband  and  only  parts  of  the  said 

rents  were  paid  over  by  him  to  her  the  defendant  although  according  to  the  said  articles 
of  the  12th  day  of  November  1718  the  whole  of  the  real  and  personal  estate  of  her  said 
late  father  which  should  come  to  her  the  defendant  by  virtue  of  his  said  will  or  otherwise 
was  by  her  the  defendant’s  said  husband  covenanted  should  be  so  settled  and  the  same 
should  be  enjoyed  by  her  the  defendant  without  the  interruption  of  her  said  husband  or 
any  person  claiming  under  him.  And  further  saith  that  she  had  in  her  own  hands  at  the  death 
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of  her  said  late  husband  the  sum  of  ^£63  in  money  a diamond  girdle  buckle  and  sundry 
other  things  particularly  mentioned  in  the  second  schedule  to  her  answer  annexed  which 
were  heretofore  part  of  the  effects  of  her  said  sister  Elizabeth  Humfrey  all  which  her  the 
defendant’s  said  late  husband  permitted  her  the  defendant  to  take  for  her  separate  use  and 
she  the  defendant  submits  that  she  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  thereof  and  saith  that  she  the 
defendant  had  also  in  her  custody  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  her  said  late  husband  three 
gold  watches  with  chains  and  seals  also  a diamond  necklace  seven  diamond  stay  buckles  and 
jewels  also  a gold  snuff  box  and  some  other  trinkets  and  things  which  were  presented  to  her 
the  defendant  by  her  said  late  husband  and  others  and  which  were  used  by  her  the  defendant 
as  ornaments  of  her  person  and  are  particularly  mentioned  in  the  third  schedule  to  her 
answer  annexed  and  saith  she  claims  the  same  as  her  paraphernalia.  And  further  saith  that 
at  the  death  of  her  said  late  husband  she  the  defendant  also  had  in  her  custody  sundry 
mourning  rings  medals  old  coins  and  other  things  which  had  been  presented  to  her  the 
defendant  by  her  said  late  husband  and  others  and  which  her  said  late  husband  permitted 
her  to  enjoy  and  account  as  her  own  property  and  says  she  claims  the  same  to  be  her  own 
property  but  submits  the  same  to  the  court.  And  further  saith  that  since  the  death  of  her  said 
husband  she  the  defendant  hath  received  of  Richard  Birch  a tenant  of  one  of  the  two  houses 
in  Dartmouth  Row  aforesaid  ,£9  on  account  of  rent  of  the  said  house  which  she  the 
defendant  says  she  claims  in  her  own  right  but  also  submits  herself  therein  to  the  court.  And 
saith  that  neither  she  the  defendant  nor  the  said  defendant  Caroline  Glover  nor  any  other 
person  in  trust  for  her  the  defendant  were  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  her  said  husband 
possessed  of  or  since  the  testator’s  death  hath  received  or  possessed  any  moneys  bank  notes 
India  bonds  jewels  plate  goods  chattels  and  other  effects  of  any  kind  soever  belonging  to  her 
the  defendant’s  said  late  husband  other  than  as  before  set  forth.  And  further  saith  that  she 
the  defendant  claims  to  be  entitled  to  her  dower  or  thirds  out  of  the  real  estate  of 
her  the  defendant’s  said  late  husband  and  likewise  under  the  will  of  her  said  husband 
to  the  whole  rents  and  profits  of  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  and  also  to  the  principal 
sum  of  ,£5,000  in  money  or  a right  to  dispose  of  the  said  principal  sum  at  her  death. 
And  admits  that  the  said  defendant  Caroline  Glover  now  resides  with  her  the  defendant 
as  a friend  and  companion  to  her  the  defendant  and  that  she  is  now  growing  in  years  and 
being  of  a very  tender  constitution  she  hath  great  need  of  some  person  to  overlook  her 
household  affairs  and  saith  that  she  the  defendant  not  being  acquainted  with  any  other  person 
on  whose  fidelity  she  could  with  equal  confidence  rely  expressed  her  uneasiness  to  the  said 
Samuel  Grove  and  the  said  defendant  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  the  executors  as  also  to 
the  defendant  John  Wells  and  the  plaintiff  the  residuary  legatees  named  in  the  will  on 
account  of  that  clause  which  is  contained  in  one  of  the  codicils  made  by  her  the  defendant’s 
said  late  husband  to  his  will  which  forbids  any  correspondence  between  her  the  defendant 
and  the  said  defendant  Caroline  Glover  and  further  saith  that  the  said  executors  and  residuary 
legatees  having  all  agreed  to  meet  on  the  first  day  of  April  1768  and  the  said  Samuel  Grove 
having  previously  acquainted  the  plaintiff  with  the  uneasiness  that  the  said  restraining  clause 
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gave  to  her  the  defendant  they  the  said  executors  and  residuary  legatees  did  meet  at  her  the 
defendant’s  dwelling-house  on  the  said  first  day  of  April  1768  and  after  reading  over  the  said  will 
and  codicils  and  discovering  the  said  restraining  clause  and  the  desire  she  the  defendant  had 
of  being  released  therefrom  and  that  the  residuary  legatees  might  by  giving  their  consent  for  a 
future  correspondence  between  her  the  defendant  and  the  said  defendant  Caroline  Glover 
release  her  the  defendant  from  any  forfeiture  she  might  incur  by  a breach  of  the  same  clause 
she  the  defendant  desired  the  said  residuary  legatees  the  defendant  John  Wells  and  the 
plaintiff  Alexander  Scott  to  give  their  consent  for  her  the  defendant  and  the  defendant 
Caroline  Glover  to  renew  their  former  correspondence  which  had  been  broken  off  some  time 
by  reason  of  the  said  clause  to  which  they  very  readily  agreed  and  particularly  the  said 
plaintiff  expressed  himself  with  assurances  of  great  friendship  and  regard  which  he  bore  her 
the  defendant  and  that  he  was  not  only  willing  to  give  up  any  advantage  that  could  accrue 
by  means  of  her  the  defendant’s  breach  of  the  said  clause  but  would  give  up  more  in  case 
she  the  defendant  should  desire  it  or  to  that  effect.  And  saith  that  thereupon  the  said 
Mr.  George  Keightley  was  desired  by  the  parties  concerned  to  draw  up  some  memorandum 
or  agreement  to  be  signed  by  the  said  defendant  John  Wells  and  the  said  plaintiff  Alexander 
Scott  whereby  to  testify  their  consent  for  her  the  defendant  and  the  said  defendant  Caroline 
Glover  to  visit  correspond  and  have  communication  one  with  the  other  and  saith  that  the 
said  George  Keightley  accordingly  drew  up  a memorandum  or  agreement  and  read  the  same  to 
her  the  defendant  and  the  said  defendant  John  Wells  the  said  plaintiff  Alexander  Scott  and  the 
executors  who  were  all  present  and  many  other  persons  and  that  the  same  was  approved  of  and 
signed  by  them  the  said  defendant  John  Wells  and  the  said  plaintiff  Alexander  Scott  and 
witnessed  by  the  executors  the  said  Samuel  Grove  and  the  said  defendant  John  Henry  Fenoulhet 
and  several  other  persons  then  present  after  which  the  said  George  Keightley  was  desired  to  write 
a copy  of  the  said  memorandum  or  agreement  that  the  same  might  also  be  signed  that  there 
should  be  duplicates  the  one  for  her  the  defendant  and  the  other  for  the  said  executors  which  was 
done  and  signed  by  the  said  defendant  John  Wells  and  the  said  plaintiff  Alexander  Scott  and 
witnessed  by  the  same  persons  and  which  memorandum  is  in  the  words  following  : — “ Whereas 
Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  deceased  by  his  last  will  and  testament  and  the  several  codicils  thereto 
after  giving  away  several  legacies  hath  devised  unto  his  wife  Margaret  Lady  Chadwick  the 
remainder  of  his  estate  real  and  personal  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life  with  power  to 
dispose  of  ^5,000  at  her  decease  but  in  case  the  said  Lady  Chadwick  should  after  his  decease 
have  any  intercourse  communication  or  correspondence  directly  or  indirectly  under  any 
pretence  whatsoever  with  Mrs.  Caroline  Glover  it  should  be  on  pain  of  forfeiture  of  all  title  to 
the  said  clause  in  his  will  respecting  her  the  said  Lady  Chadwick  his  wife  except  an  allowance 
of  ^400  per  annum  during  the  term  of  her  natural  life  and  made  us  the  undersigned  John 
Wells  and  Alexander  Scott  residuary  legatees.  Now  we  the  said  John  Wells  and  Alexander 
Scott  having  taken  the  said  clause  relating  to  any  intercourse  or  correspondence  between  the 
said  Lady  Chadwick  and  Mrs.  Glover  into  our  serious  consideration  and  not  being  willing  or 
inclined  to  continue  any  restraint  to  them  or  either  of  them  do  hereby  give  our  full  and  free 
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consent  licence  and  liberty  to  them  the  said  Lady  Chadwick  and  Mrs.  Glover  to  visit  correspond 
and  have  communication  one  with  the  other  in  such  manner  and  when  and  as  they  shall  please 
without  any  interruption  from  us  or  either  of  us  and  we  agree  hereby  not  to  make  or  take  any 
advantage  for  or  upon  any  such  intercourse  or  correspondence  on  any  account.  As  witness 
our  hands  this  ist  day  of  April  1768,  John  Wells,  Alexander  Scott.  Witness,  Samuel  Grove, 
J.  H.  Fenoulhet,  Henry  Watson,  James  Fenoulhet,  George  Keightley.”  And  further  says  that 
in  three  or  four  days  after  the  said  defendant  John  Wells  and  the  said  plaintiff  Alexander 
Scott  had  signed  the  said  memorandum  or  agreement  she  the  defendant  in  gratitude  to  the 
said  then  seeming  act  of  generosity  of  the  said  plaintiff  Alexander  Scott  offered  to  deliver  up 
to  him  the  pictures  late  belonging  to  her  the  defendant’s  said  husband  (which  pictures  the 
said  Alexander  Scott  could  not  otherwise  enjoy  the  use  of  till  after  her  the  defendant’s 
decease)  and  also  to  have  the  plate  furniture  and  other  things  sold  and  the  money  to  arise 
by  such  sale  to  be  laid  out  in  the  stocks  to  remain  there  for  the  use  of  them  the  said 
defendant  John  Wells  and  the  said  plaintiff  Alexander  Scott  after  her  the  defendant’s 
death  and  that  she  the  defendant  would  live  with  the  said  defendant  Caroline  Glover 
whose  house  was  in  fit  order  for  the  reception  of  her  the  defendant  but  the  said  plaintiff 
Alexander  Scott  refused  to  accept  the  said  offer  and  declared  his  intention  of  giving 
up  the  said  ^5,000  was  for  no  other  reason  than  to  make  her  the  defendant  happy. 
And  that  she  the  defendant  by  her  further  answer  saith  she  believes  that  the  said 
testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  did  make  and  execute  such  three  several  codicils  of  such 
respective  dates  as  in  the  bill  mentioned  and  that  such  codicils  were  not  found  till 
the  time  in  the  bill  also  mentioned  and  further  saith  that  part  of  the  said  testator’s 
plate  admitted  by  her  former  answer  to  be  then  in  her  custody  hath  since  been  delivered 
by  her  the  defendant  to  the  executors  and  that  the  residue  thereof  still  remains  in 
her  custody  and  saith  that  since  her  said  husband’s  death  she  hath  received  from  the 
executors  at  different  times  ^600  for  her  support  and  insists  that  she  is  released  from  the 
condition  upon  her  imposed  by  the  said  testator  in  one  of  the  codicils  to  his  will  in  respect 
to  the  said  defendant  Caroline  Glover  and  denies  that  such  release  was  obtained  from  the 
plaintiff  by  surprise  misrepresentation  or  any  undue  means  but  on  the  contrary  says  that  the 
plaintiff  was  appraised  of  the  contents  and  that  his  signing  the  same  was  his  voluntary  act 
and  insists  the  plaintiff  is  bound  thereby  and  says  she  hopes  she  shall  have  full  benefit  thereof. 
And  further  saith  that  she  the  defendant  hath  lately  found  out  that  the  said  testator  having 
obtained  letters  of  administration  with  the  will  annexed  of  the  said  Richard  Humfrey 
her  the  defendant’s  late  father  possessed  himself  of  ^£450  New  South  Sea  Annuities 
belonging  to  her  said  late  father  and  standing  in  his  name  at  his  decease  as  the  survivor 
in  a joint  account  with  Judith  Humfrey  spinster  deceased  the  late  sister  of  her  the  defendant 
and  that  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  caused  the  same  to  be  transferred  into  his 
own  name  and  insists  that  by  virtue  of  the  said  articles  before  mentioned  executed  previous 
to  her  marriage  she  is  a creditor  upon  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick’s  estate 
for  the  said  ^450  New  South  Sea  Annuities  and  all  dividends  that  have  been  due  for 


Decree  of  Personal  Estate  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick. 


205 


the  same  since  the  death  of  her  said  late  father  received  by  her  said  husband  and  that  the 
same  ought  to  be  retransferred  to  her  or  the  value  thereof  paid  to  her  out  of  her  said 
husband’s  assets  and  that  she  is  also  entitled  to  all  the  dividends  that  have  become  due 
for  the  same  since  her  said  husband’s  decease.  And  the  counsel  for  the  said  defendant 
Caroline  Glover  alleged  that  she  by  her  answer  admits  that  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick 
died  about  the  time  in  the  bill  mentioned  and  that  he  made  such  will  and  codicils  of  such 
dates  purports  and  effects  as  in  the  bill  set  forth  and  saith  that  between  eight  and  nine 
or  thereabouts  in  the  morning  of  the  15th  day  of  March  1768  one  of  the  servants  of  the 
said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  came  to  her  the  defendant’s  house  and  told  her  the 
defendant  that  she  came  by  the  order  of  the  defendant  Lady  Chadwick  to  inform  her  the 
defendant  that  her  master  the  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  was  dead  and  that  her  mistress 
desired  her  the  defendant  to  come  to  her  house  as  soon  as  possible  and  saith  that  she  the 
defendant  went  to  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  where  she  found  the  said 
defendant  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  James  Fenoulhet  and  the  said  George  Keightley  who  were 
there  busy  searching  into  the  said  testator’s  bureau  and  papers  and  that  she  the  defendant  did 
assist  the  said  James  Fenoulhet  in  counting  the  money  then  found  in  the  said  testator’s  house 
and  also  saith  that  at  the  request  of  the  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  and  with  the 
privity  of  the  said  George  Keightley  she  the  defendant  took  the  sum  of  fS35-  I7S-  °d.  or 
thereabouts  part  of  the  money  found  in  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick’s  house 
and  carried  ^500  part  thereof  to  the  house  of  Messrs.  Hoare  and  Co.  bankers  in  Fleet  Street 
and  deposited  the  same  in  her  the  defendant’s  name  and  that  after  the  will  and  codicil  of  the 
said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  were  found  she  the  defendant  on  the  6th  day  of  April  1768 
paid  the  said  ^500  to  the  said  defendant  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  one  of  the  executors  and 
that  she  the  defendant  paid  the  remainder  of  the  said  ,£535.  17s.  od.  to  the  said  defendant 
Dame  Margaret  Chadwick.  And  further  saith  that  she  the  defendant  never  took  or  possessed 
herself  or  ever  had  or  hath  she  the  defendant  now  in  her  possession  or  custody  any  other  part 
of  the  money  securities  for  money  bank  notes  goods  chattels  and  personal  estate  or  effects 
whatsoever  late  of  or  belonging  to  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  except  the  said 
sum  of  ^535.  17s.  od.  which  she  the  defendant  paid  in  manner  before  mentioned.  And  the 
counsel  for  the  defendant  John  Wells  alleged  that  he  by  his  answer  admits  that  the  said 
testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  was  seized  and  possessed  of  a considerable  real  and  personal 
estate  and  duly  made  his  will  and  four  codicils  and  died  at  the  time  in  the  bill  mentioned 
and  set  forth.  And  saith  that  he  the  defendant  is  one  of  the  residuary  legatees  and  devisees 
named  therein  and  insists  that  he  is  equally  entitled  to  the  residue  with  the  plaintiff  and  to 
have  a discovery  of  the  said  testator’s  personal  estate  and  that  an  account  thereof  should  be 
taken  and  the  said  testator’s  debts  and  legacies  paid  and  that  the  leasehold  houses  and 
exchequer  annuities  may  be  sold  and  the  balance  be  ascertained  and  laid  out  and  also  insists 
on  all  such  rights  as  he  the  defendant  is  entitled  unto  in  law  and  equity  in  the  said  testator’s 
estate.  And  that  he  the  said  defendant  by  his  further  answer  saith  that  he  believes  that  after 
the  death  of  Samuel  Grove  one  of  the  executors  the  defendant  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  found 
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amongst  the  said  testator’s  papers  such  other  three  codicils  as  in  the  bill  set  forth  and  that  he 
hath  proved  the  same  and  insists  that  he  the  defendant  is  clearly  entitled  unto  the  legacy  of 
£3,000  and  also  to  the  legacy  of  £2,000  given  to  him  by  the  said  testator’s  will  and  first 
codicil  because  that  apparently  from  the  date  of  the  said  testator’s  will  to  the  date  of  his 
fourth  and  detached  codicil  (made  only  a few  days  before  his  death)  he  the  defendant  had  a 
much  larger  share  of  the  said  testator’s  testamentary  bounty  than  the  plaintiff.  The  next  reason 
is  that  the  case  should  be  considered  as  if  the  said  fourth  codicil  never  existed  at  all  for  it 
is  evident  that  the  said  testator  when  he  made  his  fifth  and  future  codicils  believed  that  his 
said  fourth  and  detached  codicil  (as  he  himself  calls  it)  was  destroyed  and  that  he  made  his 
fifth  and  subsequent  codicils  upon  that  supposition  and  expressly  to  supply  its  place  for 
in  his  second  codicil  he  says  he  found  it  necessary  to  secret  his  will  and  expressed  his 
hopes  that  it  would  escape  the  hostile  hands  of  the  inquisitive  and  in  his  said  fifth 
codicil  after  taking  notice  that  he  had  secured  his  will  from  the  two-handed  ferrets  in 
a chest  in  his  back  garret  and  made  a codicil  to  it  detached  from  it  (meaning  his 
said  fourth  codicil)  which  upon  searching  he  could  not  find  he  adds  but  it  is  more  than 
probable  meaning  clearly  the  above  mentioned  hostile  hands  of  the  inquisitive  and  the 
two-handed  ferrets  had  destroyed  it  and  therefore  for  his  own  satisfaction  that  should  supply 
its  place  and  be  safer  lodged.  The  next  reason  is  that  the  testator  by  his  sixth  codicil 
revokes  the  £ 1,000  legacy  given  to  Mr.  Wilkes  by  his  third  codicil  and  does  not  revoke  the 
legacy  given  to  him  the  defendant  by  his  will  and  first  codicil  and  that  he  therefore  plainly 
meant  the  said  legacies  given  to  him  the  defendant  should  remain  unrevoked  for  by  the 
fourth  and  detached  codicil  (supposed  by  the  said  testator  to  be  destroyed)  all  the  said  three 
legacies  were  equally  revoked  and  that  it  appears  from  the  last  as  well  as  the  former  codicil 
that  the  said  testator  had  a most  exact  memory  of  all  his  testamentary  bounties  and 
dispositions.  The  next  reason  is  that  the  said  two  legacies  of  £3,000  and  £ 2,000  together 
with  a chance  for  £ 2,000  which  he  the  defendant  will  be  entitled  unto  upon  the  contingency 
of  his  surviving  the  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  (who  is  younger  than  him  the 
defendant  as  he  believes)  will  fall  very  short  of  the  value  of  a moiety  of  the  residue  of  the 
said  testator’s  real  and  personal  estate  (both  of  which  he  always  coupled  together  and  meant 
to  dispose  of)  or  even  of  a moiety  of  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  only  and  submits 
that  the  plaintiff’s  charge  that  the  said  testator  by  his  said  fifth  codicil  meant  and  intended 
to  revoke  only  some  part  of  his  said  fourth  and  detached  codicil  and  not  to  substitute  one 
codicil  in  the  room  of  the  other  is  contrary  to  the  said  testator’s  own  express  direction  and 
seems  absurd  for  that  it  cannot  be  conceived  that  the  said  testator  meant  to  revoke  only 
some  part  of  a codicil  the  whole  of  which  he  believed  at  that  very  time  was  totally  destroyed. 
For  these  reasons  amongst  others  he  the  defendant  saith  he  claims  the  said  two  legacies 
of  ,£3,000  and  £2,000  (deducting  the  £1,000  which  has  been  paid  to  him  before  the 
discovery  of  the  three  last  codicils)  and  the  said  contingent  legacy  of  ,£2,000  in  case  he 
survives  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  which  said  contingent  legacy  of 
£(2,000  he  the  defendant  saith  he  considers  as  given  in  lieu  of  the  moiety  of  the  residue 
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of  the  said  testator’s  personal  estate  and  not  in  lieu  of  the  legacies  of  ^3,000  and  ^2,000 
or  meant  to  revoke  or  extinguish  the  same  and  says  he  hopes  that  his  the  defendant’s  claims 
are  well  founded  and  that  the  court  will  decree  accordingly.  And  the  counsel  for  the  defendant 
Sarah  Law  alleged  that  she  by  her  answer  saith  that  she  believes  that  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick 
knight  deceased  was  at  his  death  seized  of  a very  considerable  estate  in  the  parish  of  Saint 
James  Westminster  in  the  County  of  Middlesex  and  elsewhere  in  England  and  that  he  was 
also  seized  of  two  copyhold  messuages  and  fifteen  acres  of  land  held  of  the  Manor  of 
Accrington  in  the  County  Palatine  of  Lancaster  and  not  in  the  Manor  of  Halmot  as  in  the 
bill  by  mistake  is  mentioned  and  that  he  was  also  possessed  of  such  a considerable  personal 
estate  as  in  the  bill  set  forth.  And  also  saith  that  she  hath  heard  that  the  said  Sir  Andrew 
Chadwick  did  make  his  will  and  four  codicils  all  of  his  own  handwriting  of  such  dates  and 
contents  as  in  the  bill  mentioned  and  died  on  the  15th  day  of  March  1768.  And  saith  that 
she  the  defendant  lives  in  the  County  of  Lancaster  and  is  an  entire  stranger  to  all  transactions 
of  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  relative  to  the  making  his  said  will  or  to  the  same 
being  concealed  or  how  and  by  whom  the  said  will  and  codicils  were  found  and  saith  that  if 
the  said  will  and  codicils  of  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  shall  be  established  as  to 
the  personal  estate  then  she  the  defendant  insists  that  the  said  testator’s  debts  and  legacies 
ought  to  be  immediately  paid  out  of  the  said  testator’s  personal  estate  according  to  his  will. 
And  further  -saith  that  she  the  defendant  is  one  of  the  two  only  first  cousins  and  next  of  kin  of 
the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  on  the  part  of  his  father  (that  is  to  say)  the  daughter 
and  only  child  of  Robert  Chadwick  the  eldest  of  the  brothers  of  Ellis  Chadwick  the  late 
father  of  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  who  had  not  any  issue.  And  also  saith  that  the 
said  Ellis  Chadwick  the  father  of  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  was  the  eldest  son 
and  heir-at-law  of  Robert  Chadwick  of  Carter  Place  in  the  said  Manor  of  Accrington  in 
the  County  of  Lancaster  the  grandfather  and  common  ancestor  of  the  said  testator  Sir 
Andrew  Chadwick  and  also  of  her  the  defendant  and  insists  that  if  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew 
Chadwick  had  not  made  a will  or  legally  disposed  of  his  personal  estate  she  the  defendant 
would  have  been  entitled  to  a distributable  share  thereof  and  that  if  he  did  make  such  will 
and  codicils  as  in  the  bill  mentioned  and  thereby  effectually  disposed  of  his  personal  estate 
she  the  defendant  as  one  of  the  two  only  first  cousins  and  next  of  kin  to  the  said  testator 
Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  is  entitled  to  one  moiety  of  the  first  sum  of  f~5,ooo  mentioned  in  the 
last  codicil  dated  the  third  day  of  March  1768  immediately  and  to  another  moiety  of  the  said 
second  sum  of  ,£5,000  after  the  death  of  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  and  that  by 
the  bequest  in  the  said  last  codicil  of  the  said  ££,000  to  the  said  Samuel  Grove  and  the  defendant 
John  Henry  Fenoulhet  upon  trust  that  they  or  one  of  them  do  the  same  (as  it  is  expressed  in 
the  bill)  to  such  of  the  said  testator’s  kindred  must  mean  that  they  pay  the  same  to  such  persons 
of  the  said  testator’s  kindred  as  should  appear  and  prove  their  degree  of  consanguinity.  And 
insists  that  she  the  defendant  is  heir-at-law  of  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  as  she  is 
the  only  child  of  the  said  Robert  Chadwick  who  was  the  eldest  uncle  of  the  said  testator  Sir 
Andrew  Chadwick  who  had  or  left  any  issue  and  that  as  such  she  the  defendant  is  entitled  to 
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all  the  freehold  and  copyhold  estates  whereof  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  died  seized 
as  his  will  was  not  duly  executed  and  attested  as  the  law  directs  for  passing  real  estates.  And 
submits  that  although  she  the  defendant  does  take  the  real  estate  of  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew 
Chadwick  as  his  heir-at-law  yet  that  her  being  entitled  thereto  as  heir-at-law  ought  not  to  deprive 
her  of  the  benefit  intended  her  by  the  last  codicil  out  of  the  said  two  sums  of  ^5,000  and 
^5,000  as  one  of  his  kindred.  And  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  James  Compton  Mary 
Compton  and  Frances  Compton  alleged  that  they  by  their  answer  admit  that  the  said  testator 
Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  made  such  will  and  codicils  thereto  as  in  the  bill  set  forth.  And  the  said 
defendant  James  Compton  submits  to  the  judgment  of  this  court  that  he  is  under  the 
sixth  codicil  entitled  to  a legacy  of  ^500  payable  in  one  year  after  the  said  testator’s  death 
with  interest  for  the  same  for  he  the  defendant  insists  that  the  said  testator  meant  that  the 
said  legacy  should  be  paid  as  a present  legacy  and  not  reversionary  to  be  paid  after  the 
death  of  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  as  in  the  bill  set  forth.  And  they  the 
defendants  also  say  that  the  defendants  Mary  Compton  and  Frances  Compton  are  two  of  the 
daughters  of  the  said  defendant  James  Compton  and  that  the  said  defendants  Mary  and 
Frances  Compton  have  constantly  lived  at  home  with  their  father  were  well  known  to  the  said 
testator  and  frequently  visited  him  with  their  father  and  that  the  said  testator  used  to  show 
great  regard  for  and  take  notice  of  the  said  defendants  Mary  and  Frances  Compton  and 
further  say  that  the  defendant  Penelope  Compton  has  not  lived  at  home  with  her  father  for 
many  years  having  lived  with  a relation  who  for  about  seven  and  eight  years  last  past  has 
resided  at  Whichbury  in  Wilts,  and  submit  to  the  court  that  the  said  testator  intended  by 
his  codicil  to  give  unto  each  of  the  daughters  of  the  said  defendant  James  Compton  ^500 
a piece  after  the  death  of  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  and  that  therefore 
the  said  defendants  Mary  and  Frances  Compton  and  their  sister  Penelope  who  are  all 
daughters  of  the  said  defendant  James  Compton  will  each  of  them  be  entitled  to  ,£500 
a piece  after  the  death,  of  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  but  if  the  court 
shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  said  testator  only  intended  that  two  of  the  daughters  of  the  said 
defendant  James  Compton  should  be  entitled  to  the  said  legacy  of  jQs°°  a piece  after  the 
death  of  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  then  the  said  defendants  Mary  and 
Frances  Compton  insist  that  they  were  the  objects  of  the  said  testator’s  testamentary  bounty 
for  that  they  the  said  defendants  were  better  known  to  the  said  testator  than  the  said 
defendant  Penelope  Compton  and  that  therefore  the  said  defendants  Mary  and  Frances 
Compton  are  the  persons  entitled  to  the  said  reversionary  legacies  of  each-  And  the 

counsel  for  the  said  defendant  Penelope  Compton  alleged  that  the  said  defendants  Mary  and 
Frances  Compton  have  constantly  lived  with  the  said  defendant  James  Compton  their  father 
and  that  she  the  defendant  has  for  many  years  lived  with  a relation  at  a distance  from  her 
said  father  and  that  she  has  for  about  seven  or  eight  years  last  past  lived  at  Whichbury  but 
saith  that  she  used  generally  to  come  to  London  in  every  winter  and  sometimes  in  the  spring 
or  summer  and  that  she  sometimes  lodged  near  where  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick 
resided  and  used  to  visit  him  and  was  well  known  to  him.  And  also  saith  she  believes  that  the 
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said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  the  testator  knew  that  the  said  defendant  James  Compton  had  three 
daughters  when  he  made  the  sixth  codicil  to  his  will  and  that  the  said  testator  having  thereby 
given  and  bequeathed  the  sum  of  £500  unto  each  of  the  daughters  of  the  said  defendant 
James  Compton  at  the  decease  of  his  wife  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  she 
the  defendant  submits  to  the  court  that  she  and  her  two  sisters  will  each  of  them  be  entitled 
to  a legacy  of  £500  a piece  if  they  or  either  of  them  shall  survive  the  said  defendant  Dame 
Margaret  Chadwick  and  that  she  the  defendant  was  as  much  the  object  of  the  said  testator’s 
bounty  as  her  said  two  sisters  and  will  therefore  be  as  much  entitled  to  the  said  reversionary 
legacies  as  either  of  them.  Whereupon  and  upon  debate  of  the  matter  and  hearing  the 
will  of  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  dated  the  7th  day  of  July  1765  the  codicil 
thereto  dated  the  17th  day  of  October  1766  the  second  codicil  thereto  dated  the  27th  day 
of  August  1767  the  third  codicil  thereto  dated  the  26th  day  of  February  1768  the  fourth 
codicil  thereto  dated  the  third  day  of  March  1768  the  fifth  codicil  thereto  dated  the  8th  day 
of  March  1768  the  sixth  codicil  thereto  dated  the  nth  day  of  March  1768  the  seventh 
codicil  thereto  dated  the  12th  day  of  March  1768  the  said  memorandum  or  agreement  dated 
the  1st  day  of  April  1768  signed  John  Wells  Alexander  Scott  the  said  indenture  dated  the 
19th  day  of  June  1729  the  said  indenture  dated  the  24th  day  of  June  1729  the  said  indenture 
dated  the  25th  day  of  June  1729  the  said  indenture  dated  the  17th  day  of  August  1731 
another  indenture  dated  the  17th  day  of  August  1731  the  said  indentures  of  lease  and 
release  dated  the  18th  and  19th  days  of  August  1731  the  said  indentures  of  lease  and  release 
dated  the  8th  and  9th  days  of  August  1733  the  said  lease  dated  the  1st  day  of  November 
1 733  another  lease  of  the  same  date  another  lease  dated  the  21st  day  of  March  1734  another 
lease  of  the  same  date  the  said  indentures  of  lease  and  release  dated  the  14th  and  15th  days 
of  May  1735  the  answer  of  the  defendant  Caroline  Glover  the  said  articles  dated  the 
1 2th  day  of  November  1718  the  agreement  signed  by  Mr.  John  Blake  the  plaintiff’s  solicitor 
and  the  admittance  of  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  to  the  copyhold  estates  and 
the  proofs  taken  in  this  cause  read  and  of  what  was  alleged  by  the  counsel  on  both  sides 
his  lordship  doth  order.  That  so  much  of  the  plaintiff’s  bill  as  seeks  a declaration  of  the 
forfeiture  of  the  legacies  given  to  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  beyond  the 
annuity  of  £400  a year  do  stand  dismissed  out  of  this  court  as  against  the  said  defendant 
Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  without  costs  and  the  defendant  Colonel  John  Wells  having  by 
his  answer  made  a question  whether  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick’s  fifth  codicil 
ought  not  to  be  substituted  in  the  place  of  the  fourth  codicil  revoked  his  lordship  doth 
reserve  the  consideration  of  further  directions  touching  the  said  defendant’s  legacies  till 
after  he  shall  have  taken  the  opinion  of  the  ecclesiastical  court  thereon  but  such  opinion 
is  to  be  applied  for  and  prosecuted  with  due  diligence  and  his  lordship  doth  declare  that 
the  legacies  of  ,£5,000  in  present  and  £"5,000  in  reversion  given  by  the  said  testator’s 
fourth  codicil  are  revoked  by  the  fifth  codicil  and  his  lordship  doth  also  declare  that  the 
legacies  given  to  the  defendants  James  Compton  and  Mary  Compton  Frances  Compton  and 
Penelope  Compton  his  three  daughters  are  contingent  and  that  the  said  respective  legatees 
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who  shall  survive  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  will  be  entitled  to  the  legacy 
of  ^500  each.  And  the  defendant  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  the  surviving  executor  submitting  to 
be  answerable  for  so  much  of  the  said  testator’s  personal  estate  as  came  to  the  hands  of  the 
said  Samuel  Grove  his  co-executor  in  his  lifetime  his  lordship  doth  order  and  decree  that  it 
be  referred  to  Mr.  Pechell  one  of  the  Masters  of  this  court  to  take  an  account  of  the  personal 
estate  of  the  said  testator  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  of  the  interest  and  produce  thereof  come 
to  the  hands  of  his  executors  or  either  of  them  or  of  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret 
Chadwick  or  the  defendant  Caroline  Glover  or  any  of  their  order  or  for  their  or  any  of  their 
use  in  the  taking  of  which  account  the  said  Master  is  to  make  unto  the  parties  all  just 
allowances  particularly  an  allowance  to  the  said  defendant  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  of  her 
paraphernalia  and  the  specific  things  given  to  her  by  the  said  testator  in  his  lifetime.  And  it 
is  further  ordered  that  the  said  Master  do  inquire  whether  the  said  defendant  Dame 
Margaret  Chadwick  is  entitled  to  anything  and  what  as  savings  out  of  her  separate  estate  and 
that  the  same  be  allowed  to  and  retained  by  her  in  the  said  account  and  his  lordship  doth 
also  declare  that  the  bonds  of  the  York  Buildings  Company  are  to  be  considered  as  personal 
estate  and  accounted  for  accordingly.  But  his  lordship  doth  declare  that  as  to  the  terms  in  the 
three  houses  in  Broad  Street  next  Poland  Street  mentioned  in  the  indentures  of  lease  and 
release  of  the  r8th  and  19th  days  of  June  1729  the  same  are  attendant  on  the  freehold  and 
inheritance  the  same  being  so  declared  in  the  deeds  and  his  lordship  doth  also  declare  that 
as  to  the  terms  in  the  other  leasehold  houses  in  question  the  same  are  terms  in  gross  and  are 
part  of  the  said  testator’s  personal  estate.  And  it  is  further  ordered  that  the  said  Master  do  also 
take  an'  account  of  the  said  testator’s  debts  funeral  expenses  annuities  and  legacies  and 
compute  interest  on  his  debts  carrying  interest  at  the  rate  the  same  respectively  carry  interest 
and  on  his  legacies  from  the  time  and  at  the  rate  directed  by  the  will  and  where  no  time  of 
payment  or  rate  of  interest  is  directed  then  at  the  rate  of  ^4  per  cent  per  annum  from  a year 
after  the  death  of  the  said  testator.  And  it  is  ordered  that  the  said  testator’s  personal  estate  be 
applied  in  payment  of  his  debts  and  funeral  expenses  in  a course  of  administration  and  then 
in  payment  of  his  annuities  and  legacies  and  that  the  said  Master  do  make  a separate  report 
on  the  account  of  the  said  testator’s  debts  funeral  expenses  and  legacies.  And  it  is  further 
ordered  that  the  said  Master  do  also  take  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said 
testator’s  leasehold  houses  which  have  been  received  by  his  executors  or  by  any  other  person 
by  their  order  or  for  their  use  distinguishing  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  three  houses 
mentioned  in  the  said  indentures  of  lease  and  release  of  the  18th  and  19th  days  of  June  1729 
from  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  rest  of  the  said  leasehold  houses.  And  it  is  ordered  that 
the  said  Master  do  inquire  whether  the  said  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  is  by  any  deed  or 
settlement  barred  of  dower  and  state  the  same  with  his  opinion  thereon  to  the  court  and  make 
a separate  report  thereof  and  that  the  payment  of  what  shall  be  coming  on  the  account  of  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  said  three  houses  mentioned  in  the  said  indentures  of  the  18th  and 
19th  days  of  June  1729  be  in  the  meantime  suspended.  And  it  is  further  ordered  that  the  said 
Master  do  see  proper  funds  set  apart  out  of  the  said  testator’s  personal  estate  to  answer  the 
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growing  payments  of  the  annuities  given  by  the  said  testator’s  will  and  likewise  to  answer  the 
sum  of  ^4,000  and  interest  which  may  eventually  be  found  due  to  the  said  defendant  Colonel 
Wells  for  his  legacies  until  the  final  sentence  of  the  ecclesiastical  court  shall  be  obtained  on  the 
aforesaid  question.  And  his  lordship  doth  also  declare  that  the  said  defendant  Dame 
Margaret  Chadwick  is  entitled  to  the  interest  and  produce  of  the  said  testator’s  residuary 
personal  estate  and  it  is  ordered  that  the  same  be  paid  into  the  bank  with  the  privity 
of  the  accountant  general  of  this  court  to  be  placed  to  the  account  of  this  cause 
and  that  the  same  when  so  paid  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  bank  per  cent 
annuities  in  the  name  and  with  the  privity  of  the  said  accountant  general  in  trust  in 
this  cause  who  is  to  declare  the  trust  thereof  accordingly  subject  to  the  order  of  this  court  and 
it  is  ordered  that  the  interest  to  accrue  on  such  bank  annuities  be  paid  to  the  said  defendant 
Dame  Margaret  Chadwick  for  life.  And  after  her  death  and  payment  of  the  contingent 
legacies  which  shall  then  become  payable  it  is  ordered  that  the  plaintiff  or  his  personal 
representative  or  such  persons  as  may  then  be  entitled  thereto  be  at  liberty  to  apply  to  this 
court  for  a transfer  of  the  bank  annuities  as  he  or  they  shall  be  advised.  And  it  is  further 
ordered  that  all  parties  be  paid  their  costs  of  this  suit  to  be  taxed  by  the  said  Master  out  of 
the  said  testator’s  estate  and  for  the  better  taking  the  account  before  directed  the  parties  are 
to  produce  before  the  said  Master  upon  oath  all  deeds  books  papers  and  writings  in  their 
custody  or  power  relating  thereto  and  are  to  be  examined  upon  interrogatories  as  the  said 
Master  shall  direct  who  in  taking  the  said  accounts  is  to  make  unto  all  parties  all  just 
allowances  and  any  of  the  parties  are  to  be  at  liberty  to  apply  to  the  court  as  there  shall  be 
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Statement  of  jfaets,  (Fortes  anti  gfistraets  of 
{Documents,  &c., 

SHOWING  THE  POSITION  OF  SIR  ANDREW  CHADWICK,  DECEASED,  AS 
TO  REAL  ESTATE  AT  THE  TIME  OF  HIS  DEATH  IN  1768,  AND 
THE  SUBSEQUENT  DEALINGS  THEREWITH,  OR  WITH  PORTIONS 
THEREOF,  INCLUDING  ALSO  CERTAIN  PROCEEDINGS  IN  EQUITY, 
WITH  THEIR  RESULTS  IN  REFERENCE  TO  SUCH  REAL  ESTATE. 


[Compiled  from  Original  and  Official  Documents  by  James  Boardman.] 


Sir  Andrew  Chadwick,  knight,  died  in  London  in  1768,  possessed  of  considerable 
real  and  personal  estate.  The  deceased  left  a will  and  several  codicils,  the  whole 
of  which  are  set  out  at  length  in  Chapter  VII.  of  the  Life  and  History,  forming  part 
hereof,  and  after  some  years  of  litigation  the  personal  estate  was  passed  to  one 
Alexander  Scott  in  terms  of  the  said  will,  after  the  death  of  Dame  Margaret 
Chadwick,  the  widow  of  the  testator. 

As  to  the  real  estate,  however,  Sir  Andrew  died  intestate,  and  possession  of  it 
was  forthwith  taken  by  Mrs.  Sarah  Law,  his  first  cousin,  as  heir-at-law.  Certain 
leaseholds  in  trust,  with  a reversion  to  the  fee  simple  at  expiration  of  leasesj 
remained  in  abeyance  until  the  year  1840,  when  they  were  decreed  to  Mr.  John 
Chadwick,  of  Westleigh,  in  Lancashire. 

According  to  the  statement  of  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick,  the  widow  of  the  said 
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deceased,  the  following  is  a Schedule  of  the  Freehold  and  Leasehold  Messuages, 
Land,  Tenements,  and  Hereditaments  in  and  near  Broad  Street,  Golden  Square 
London,  of  which  the  said  Sir  Andrew  died  seized  or  possessed,  viz.  : — 

HOUSE  AND  OTHER  REAL  PROPERTY  POSSESSED  BY  SIR  ANDREW  CHADWICK  AT 
DEATH,  IN  TPIE  BROAD  STREET,  GOLDEN  SQUARE,  DISTRICT, 

March  15TH,  1768  (see  plan,  after  p.  84). 

[ From  Lady  Chadwick's  Affidavit,  filed  August  5th,  1768,  <5 r»c.] 


No.  of 
Tenement. 

Name  of  Tenant. 

Identification  of  House. 

Annual 

Value. 

I ... 

Delange 

85  Berwick-st.  (second  house  from  Broad-st.). . .^17 

0 

0 

2 ... 

Wort  or  West  ... 

86 

ditto  (first  house  from  Broad-st.)  ...  9 

0 

0 

3 ••• 

Reilly  ... 

No.  1 

Broad-street 

25 

0 

0 

4 ... 

Sannier.. 

>J  2 

ditto 

35 

0 

0 

5 

Daniell . . 

>>  3 

ditto 

35 

0 

0 

6 ... 

Forsyth.. 

» 4 

ditto 

33 

0 

0 

7 ••• 

(Vacant). 

>>  5 

ditto 

33 

0 

0 

8 ... 

Lamb  ... 

„ 6 

ditto 

35 

0 

0 

9 ... 

Woodhouse 

» 7 

ditto 

24 

0 

0 

10  ... 

Starkey . . 

„ 8 

ditto 

25 

0 

0 

11  ... 

Fromant  or  Fremont  ... 

» 9 

ditto 

35 

0 

0 

12  ... 

Idoson  or  Iveson 

„ 10 

ditto 

45 

0 

0 

13  ... 

Maseres.. 

>,  11 

ditto 

38 

0 

0 

14  ... 

CHADWICK 

„ 12 

ditto 

45 

0 

0 

15  ... 

Deschamps 

» i3 

ditto 

44 

0 

0 

16  ... 

Pye 

>,  1 

Poland-street  . . . 

45 

0 

0 

17  ... 

Dorrell 

2 

ditto 

45 

0 

0 

18  ... 

Garnett.. 

)>  3 

ditto 

35 

0 

0 

19  ... 

Glover... 

» 4 

ditto 

35 

0 

0 

20  ... 

Hanrott.. 

>>  5 

ditto 

35 

0 

0 

21  ... 

Gunnell.. 

„ 6 Cambridge-street 

...  ...  26 

0 

0 

22  ... 

Wick  or  Wakes.. 

,,  41 

Broad-street 

42 

0 

0 

23  ... 

Travigar. 

»,  42 

ditto 

3° 

0 

0 

24  ... 

Manclose 

» 43 

ditto 

4° 

0 

0 

25  ... 

Fanrott.. 

44 

ditto 

35 

0 

0 

26  ... 

Mayhew  and  Ince 

„ 45 

ditto 

...  52 

10 

0 
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No.  of 
Tenement. 

27  ... 

28  ... 

29  ... 

30  ... 

31  ••• 

32  ... 

33  ••• 

34  ••• 

35  ••• 

36  ... 

37  ••• 

38  ... 

39  ••• 

40  ... 

41  ... 

42  ... 

43  ••• 

44  ••• 

45  ••• 

46  ... 

47  ••• 

48  ... 

49  ••• 

50  ... 

51  ... 

5 2 ••• 

53  ••• 


Name  of  Tenant. 

Identification  of  House. 

Annual 

Value. 

Norton... 
Ditto  ... 

New-street  (corner  of  Cock  Court) 
Ditto  (Northward) 

[] 

T3 

O 

O 

^24 

0 

Ditto  ... 
Staring  or 

Sterling 

Ditto  ditto 

Ditto  ditto 

O 

O 

£ 

O 

G g 

25 

0 

Johnston 

Ditto  ditto 

.52  o 
id  ro 

40 

0 

Lloyd  . . . 

Ditto  ditto 

u 

§ | 

25 

0 

Lafon  ... 

Ditto  ditto 

-G  § 

l c cr 

24 

0 

Kenholt  (Fountain  Tavern)  Ditto  (corner  of  Broad-street)  . 

" 0)  ^3 

3 g 

i-  flj 

5° 

0 

Tuckey... 

Broad-street  ... 

11 

20 

0 

(Vacant) . 

Ditto 

0 O 

■r. 

6 -3 

20 

0 

Farren  ... 

Ditto 

^0  ^ 

25 

0 

Scott  ... 

Ditto 

rG 

OJ 

25 

0 

French ... 

Cock  Court  ... 

(U 

12 

0 

Ponsetter 

Ditto 

H 

12 

0 

Elvey  . . . 
Ditto  ... 

Hopkins-street  (corner  of  Kemp’s  Court)  ) 
Ditto  (ditto  Broad-street)  j 

4 

0 

Ditto 


54  Broad-street  (ditto  Berwick-street) 


Ditto  ... 

...  89  Berwick-street 

(ditto  Kemp’s  Court) 

Trustees  of  Chapel 

...  91  Ditto 

) . 

Ditto 

...  92  Ditto 

J-with  Chapel 

• 37 

0 

0 

Davis  ... 

...  Peter-street  (corner  of  Wardour-street) 

Ditto  ... 

Ditto  (precise  site  unknown)  ... 

Ditto  ... 

Ditto 

(ditto) 

• 25 

0 

0 

Ditto  ... 

Ditto 

(ditto) 

Ditto  ... 

Ditto 

(ditto) 

Bowman 

...  Wardour-street 

(ditto) 

9 

0 

0 

Lee 

Ditto 

(ditto) 

• 9 

0 

0 

Total  Annual  Rental  of  53  Houses  and  Berwick-street  Chapel,  ^1,296  10  o 
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The  following  are  Copies  of  the  Reports  of  the  Master  in  Chancery  to  whom  the 
matters  brought  before  the  Court  upon  the  Petition  of  John  Chadwick  of  Westleigh 
were  referred,  the  said  John  Chadwick  having  claimed  to  establish  his  title  as 
heir-at-law  to  certain  portions  of  the  real  estate  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick,  and  as 
to  which  he  had  died  intestate.  These  Reports  were  confirmed  by  Orders  of  the 
Court,  and  Mr.  Joseph  Woodcock  was  appointed  to  convey  the  claimed  Estate  to 
the  Petitioner  in  the  place  of  the  original  Trustees,  William  Compton  and  Samuel 
Horsey,  who  had  both  died  intestate,  and  as  to  whom  no  heir  or  heirs-at-law 
could  be  found. 

The  terms  of  the  above  Orders  are  fully  set  out  after  each  Copy  Report. 


^taster’s 

(FROM  THE  PUBLIC  RECORD  OFFICE.) 

nth  November , 1841. 

Filed  18th  December , 1841. 

In  the  matter  of  William  Compton  and  in  the  matter  of  Samuel  Horsey  and  in 
the  matter  of  an  Act  of  Parliament  entitled  “ An  act  for  amending  the  laws 
respecting  conveyances  and  transfers  of  estates  and  funds  vested  in  trustees 
and  mortgagees  and  for  enabling  Courts  of  Equity  to  give  effect  to  their  decrees 
and  orders  in  certain  cases.”  And  in  the  matter  of  an  Act  of  Parliament 
entitled  “An  act  for  the  amendment  of  the  law  relating  to  the  escheat  and 
forfeiture  of  real  and  personal  property  holden  in  trust.” 

In  pursuance  of  an  order  bearing  date  21st  July  1840  made  in  these  matters  upon  the 

petition  of  John  Chadwick  by  which  order  it  was  referred  to  me  as  the  Master  of  this  Court 
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in  rotation  to  enquire  and  state  to  the  court  whether  the  petitioner  John  Chadwick  was 
entitled  in  equity  to  the  estates  vested  legally  in  the  heirs  or  representatives  of  William 
Compton  and  Samuel  Horsey  respectively  as  in  the  petition  mentioned  I have  been  attended 
by  the  solicitor  for  the  said  petitioner  and  in  his  presence  have  proceeded  in  the  aforesaid 
enquiry  and  I have  considered  a statement  of  facts  and  pedigree  laid  before  me  on  behalf  of  the 
said  John  Chadwick  supported  by  the  several  affidavits  sworn  in  these  matters  in  the  schedule 
to  this  my  report  mentioned  and  by  the  production  of  the  several  extracts  from  various 
parochial  registers  of  marriages  baptisms  and  burials  in  the  five  first  mentioned  affidavits 
referred  to  and  thereby  verified  and  also  by  the  production  of  the  several  deeds  and  other 
documents  hereinafter  mentioned  that  is  to  say  an  office  copy  of  the  decree  made  in  a certain 
cause  in  this  court  entitled  Scott  v.  Fenhoulhet  bearing  date  the  30th  April  1771  office  copies 
of  the  memorials  for  registry  in  the  County  of  Middlesex  of  the  several  indentures  of  lease 
dated  respectively  the  31st  December  1714  the  17th  August  1731  the  xst  November  1733 
the  2 1st  March  1734  the  21st  March  1735  and  of  the  several  indentures  of  lease  and  release 
dated  respectively  the  18th  and  19th  days  of  August  1731  the  8th  and  9th  days  of  August 
1733  and  the  14th  and  15th  days  of  May  1735  hereinafter  in  part  set  forth  office  copies  of 
the  enrolments  in  this  court  of  the  indentures  of  bargain  and  sale  dated  respectively  the  17th 
August  1731  the  9th  August  1733  and  the  15th  May  1735  respectively  hereinafter  referred 
to  office  copies  of  the  several  indentures  of  fine  also  hereinafter  referred  to  and  an  office 
copy  of  the  will  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  knight  deceased.  And  I find  that  by  an  indenture 
of  lease  dated  26th  April  1699  and  made  between  Sir  Benjamin  Maddox  Baronet  of  the 
first  part  and  Thomas  Glasscock  of  the  other  part  a piece  of  pasture  ground  containing 
three  acres  situate  in  the  parish  of  St.  James  Westminster  and  all  the  messuages  thereon 
erected  or  that  should  be  thereon  erected  with  the  appurtenances  were  granted  and 
demised  by  the  said  Sir  Benjamin  Maddox  unto  the  said  Thomas  Glasscock  his  executors 
administrators  and  assigns  for  the  term  of  fifty  years  from  Christmas  1748  at  the  yearly  rent 
of  £20.  And  I find  that  by  another  lease  dated  31st  December  1714  and  made  between 
the  said  Sir  Benjamin  Maddox  of  the  one  part  and  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas 
Maddox  of  the  other  part  after  reciting  the  said  lease  to  the  said  Thomas  Glasscock  and 
that  the  said  term  of  fifty  years  thereby  granted  was  then  vested  in  the  said  Marmaduke 
Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  the  said  Sir  Benjamin  Maddox  in  consideration  of  j£$o 
did  demise  unto  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  their  executors 
administrators  and  assigns  the  said  three  acres  of  pasture  ground  within  the  parish  of 
St.  James  within  the  liberty  of  Westminster  in  the  County  of  Middlesex  and  all  messuages 
and  tenements  erections  and  buildings  thereon  erected  and  built  or  that  should  be  erected 
and  built  and  all  summer  houses  and  gardens  thereto  belonging  with  the  appurtenances  then 
called  by  the  name  of  Poland  Street  and  Broad  Street  and  part  of  Marlborough  Street  and 
all  ways  into  Great  Marlborough  Street  for  the  term  of  forty-nine  years  from  Christmas  day 
1798  at  the  yearly  rent  of  jQ 20 . And  I find  that  the  said  Sir  Benjamin  Maddox  made  and 
published  his  last  will  in  writing  dated  25th  February  1714  and  executed  and  attested  in 
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such  manner  as  was  then  required  by  law  for  passing  real  estates  by  devise  and  that  he 
thereby  gave  and  devised  the  said  three  acres  of  ground  with  all  the  buildings  erections  and 
improvements  thereon  unto  his  granddaughter  Mary  Rudyard  her  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever 
subject  to  the  said  several  indentures  of  lease  to  the  said  Thomas  Glasscock  and  the  said 
Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox.  And  I find  that  the  said  Sir  Benjamin  Maddox 
departed  this  life  in  or  about  the  year  1715  without  having  altered  or  revoked  his  said  will 
leaving  the  said  Mary  Rudyard  him  surviving  who  afterwards  intermarried  with  and  became 
the  wife  of  Edward  Fitzgerald  esquire  and  that  Dame  Dorothy  Maddox  (the  widow  of  the 
said  Sir  Benjamin  Maddox)  made  and  published  her  will  in  writing  dated  13th  April  1723 
and  that  thereby  (after  reciting  the  said  leases  to  the  said  Thomas  Glasscock  and  the  said 
Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  and  that  the  said  leases  were  vested  in  the  said 
Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  in  trust  for  her  the  said  testatrix)  the  said 
testatrix  willed  and  appointed  that  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox 
should  stand  possessed  of  the  said  leasehold  land  and  premises  upon  trust  when  they  should 
come  into  possession  of  the  said  premises  by  virtue  of  the  said  leases  to  pay  the  clear  rents 
and  profits  of  the  said  premises  to  her  granddaughter  the  said  Mary  Fitzgerald  during  her 
life  for  her  sole  use  exclusive  of  the  said  Edward  Fitzgerald  her  husband  and  the  said 
testatrix  thereby  directed  that  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  their 
executors  administrators  or  assigns  should  by  fines  to  be  taken  on  leases  to  be  granted  by 
them  of  the  said  leasehold  premises  in  reversion  yearly  during  the  life  of  the  said  Mary 
Fitzgerald  and  Edward  Fitzgerald  and  until  the  commencement  of  the  said  fifty  years  term 
raise  ^100  a year  for  the  sole  use  of  the  said  Mary  Fitzgerald  during  the  life  of  the  said 
Edward  Fitzgerald  or  as  long  thereof  as  she  should  live  exclusive  of  her  said  husband  for 
which  she  willed  that  her  said  trustees  their  executors  administrators  and  assigns  should 
yearly  during  the  life  of  the  said  Mary  Fitzgerald  before  and  until  the  commencement  of 
the  said  fifty  years  term  by  indenture  whereunto  the  said  Mary  Fitzgerald  should  be  a party 
lease  in  reversion  for  the  best  fines  that  could  be  gotten  for  the  same  all  or  any  of  the  said 
leasehold  premises  for  any  term  less  than  the  term  granted  by  the  original  indentures  of  lease 
so  as  upon  every  such  lease  there  should  be  made  payable  such  yearly  rent  and  rents  as 
should  bear  an  equal  proportion  as  near  as  might  be  to  the  said  reserved  rents  of  £20  a year 
and  so  as  the  rent  to  be  reserved  in  every  such  lease  should  continue  during  such  lease 
incident  to  the  reversion  of  the  said  premises  remaining  in  the  lessor  thereof.  And  I find 
that  by  an  indenture  of  lease  tripartite  dated  17th  August  1731  made  between  the  said 
Marmaduke  Allington  and  the  said  Thomas  Maddox  (therein  called  Thomas  Maddocks)  of 
the  first  part  the  said  Mary  Fitzgerald  of  the  second  part  and  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  since 
deceased  of  the  third  part  after  reciting  the  said  lease  to  the  said  Thomas  Glasscock  they 
the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  did  with  the  approbation  of  the  said 
Mary  Fitzgerald  demise  to  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  his  executors  administrators  and 
assigns  all  that  piece  or  parcel  of  ground  in  the  said  parish  of  Saint  James  within  the 
liberty  of  Westminster  being  part  and  parcel  of  those  three  acres  of  pasture  ground  called  or 
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known  by  the  name  of  the  Little  Gelding  Field  situate  lying  and  being  on  the  south  side  of 
Broad  Street  fronting  towards  the  north  on  Broad  Street  aforesaid  and  abutting  and  fronting 
towards  the  west  on  a certain  street  commonly  known  by  the  name  of  Cambridge  Street 
towards  the  south  on  grounds  and  yards  of  houses  belonging  to  The  Right  Honourable 
William  Pulteney  esquire  then  in  the  possession  of  John  Wakefield  gentleman  and  the  widow 
Grimandett  and  abutting  and  fronting  towards  the  east  on  a certain  street  commonly  known 
by  the  name  of  New  Street  and  containing  in  breadth  from  east  to  west  as  well  at  the 
north  end  or  front  thereof  as  also  at  the  south  end  or  rear  thereof  120  feet  and  in  depth 
from  south  to  north  as  well  on  the  east  as  also  on  the  west  sides  thereof  63  feet  and  9 inches 
or  thereabouts  together  with  six  several  messuages  or  tenements  erected  upon  the  said  piece 
of  ground  fronting  Broad  Street  aforesaid  and  all  other  erections  erected  or  that  might  be 
erected  on  the  said  piece  of  ground  or  any  part  thereof  which  said  six  messuages  or 
tenements  were  then  in  the  several  tenures  of  Thomas  Pratt  Patience  Maggett  Peter 
Maccullough  Charles  Lucy  Doctor  Hall  and  Peter  Bancillon  to  hold  the  same  from  Christmas 
1798  for  the  term  of  forty-eight  years  eleven  months  and  twenty  days  at  the  yearly  rent  of 
ten  shillings.  And  I find  that  by  another  tripartite  indenture  also  dated  the  17th  day  of 
August  1731  made  between  the  same  parties  as  the  parties  to  the  last  stated  indenture  after 
reciting  the  said  lease  to  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  the  said  Thomas  Maddox 
(therein  called  Thomas  Maddocks)  they  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox 
did  with  the  approbation  of  the  said  Mary  Fitzgerald  demise  to  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick 

his  executors  administrators  and  assigns  all  that  piece  or  parcel  of  ground  in  the  said  parish 

* 

of  Saint  James  within  the  liberty  of  Westminster  being  part  and  parcel  of  those  three  acres  of 
pasture  ground  known  by  the  name  of  The  Little  Gelding  Field  situate  on  the  south  side 
of  Broad  Street  fronting  towards  the  north  on  Broad  Street  aforesaid  and  abutting  and  fronting 
towards  the  west  on  a certain  street  commonly  called  or  known  by  the  name  of  Cambridge 
Street  towards  the  south  on  ground  and  yards  of  houses  belonging  to  The  Right  Honourable 
William  Pulteney  esquire  then  in  the  possession  of  John  Wakefield  gentleman  and  the  widow 
Grimandett  and  abutting  and  fronting  towards  the  east  on  a certain  street  commonly  known 
by  the  name  of  New  Street  and  containing  in  breadth  from  east  to  west  as  well  at  the  north 
end  or  front  thereof  as  also  at  the  south  end  or  rear  thereof  120  feet  and  in  depth  from 
south  to  north  as  well  on  the  east  as  also  on  the  west  sides  thereof  63  feet  and  9 inches  or 
thereabouts  together  with  six  several  messuages  erected  upon  the  said  piece  of  ground  fronting 
Broad  Street  aforesaid  and  all  other  erections  erected  or  that  might  be  erected  on  the  said 
piece  of  ground  or  any  part  thereof  which  said  messuages  were  then  in  the  several  tenures  of 
Thomas  Pratt  Patience  Maggett  Peter  Maccullough  Charles  Lucy  Doctor  Hall  and  Peter 
Bancillon  to  hold  the  same  to  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  his  executors  administrators 
and  assigns  from  Christmas  Day  1798  for  the  term  of  forty-eight  years  eleven  months  and 
twenty  days  at  the  yearly  rent  of  ten  shillings.  And  I find  that  by  indentures  of  lease  and 
release  dated  respectively  the  18th  and  19th  August  1731  and  of  an  indenture  of  bargain 
and  sale  dated  also  19th  August  1731  (duly  enrolled  in  this  court)  and  which  indentures  of 
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lease  and  release  and  bargain  and  sale  were  respectively  made  between  the  said  Edward 
Fitzgerald  and  Mary  his  wife  therein  described  as  the  granddaughter  and  devisee  named  in 
the  last  will  and  testament  of  the  said  Sir  Benjamin  Maddox  her  late  grandfather  deceased 
of  the  one  part  and  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  Samuel  Horsey  therein  described  as  a 
person  named  by  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  for  taking  the  conveyance  of  the  freehold 
reversion  and  inheritance  of  the  messuages  or  tenements  and  ground  thereinafter  mentioned 
of  the  other  part  and  also  under  and  by  virtue  of  an  indenture  of  fine  duly  levied  in  Her 
Majesty’s  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  or  as  of  Easter  Term  1732  in  pursuance  of  a covenant 
for  that  purpose  contained  in  the  said  indenture  of  bargain  and  sale  in  which  fine  the 
said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  Samuel  Horsey  were  complainants  and  the  said  Edward 
Fitzgerald  and  Mary  his  wife  were  defendants  the  said  last  mentioned  piece  of  ground  and 
the  six  messuages  thereon  erected  by  the  description  of  all  that  piece  of  ground  formerly  in 
the  parish  of  St.  Martin-in-the-Fields  in  the  County  of  Middlesex  but  then  in  the  said  parish 
of  St.  James  within  the  liberty  of  Westminster  being  part  of  three  acres  of  pasture  ground 
called  Little  Gelding  Field  situate  on  the  south  side  of  Broad  Street  fronting  towards 
the  north  on  Broad  Street  and  abutting  and  fronting  towards  the  west  on  a certain  street 
commonly  called  Cambridge  Street  towards  the  south  on  ground  and  yards  of  houses 
belonging  to  The  Right  Honourable  William  Pulteney  esquire  then  in  the  possession  of 
John  Wakefield  gentleman  and  the  widow  Grimandett  and  abutting  and  fronting  towards  the 
east  on  a street  called  New  Street  and  containing  in  breadth  from  east  to  west  as  well  at 
the  north  end  or  front  thereof  as  also  at  the  south  end  or  rear  thereof  120  feet  and  in  depth 
from  south  to  north  as  well  on  the  east  as  also  on  the  west  side  thereof  63  feet  9 inches 
or  thereabouts  together  with  six  messuages  erected  on  the  said  piece  of  ground  fronting 
Broad  Street  aforesaid  (then  in  the  several  tenures  of  Thomas  Pratt  and  others)  and  all  other 
erections  upon  or  which  might  be  upon  the  said  piece  of  ground  or  any  part  thereof  with  the 
appurtenances  were  in  consideration  of  J^8o  in  the  said  indenture  of  release  and  bargain 
and  sale  respectively  mentioned  to  be  paid  to  the  said  Edward  Fitzgerald  and  Mary  his  wife 
or  one  of  them  by  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  granted  conveyed  and  assured  by  them  the 
said  Edward  Fitzgerald  and  Mary  his  wife  unto  and  to  the  use  of  the  said  Samuel  Horsey 
his  heirs  and  assigns  in  trust  for  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  his  heirs  and  assigns  for 
ever  subject  nevertheless  to  the  said  several  indentures  of  lease  to  the  said  Thomas  Glasscock 
and  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox.  And  I find  that  the  six  messuages 
so  demised  to  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  afterwards  conveyed  to  the  said  Samuel 
Horsey  in  trust  for  him  as  aforesaid  are  the  six  messuages  now  standing  on  the  south  side  of 
Broad  Street  aforesaid  and  numbered  41  42  43  44  and  45  in  that  street  and  the  corner 
house  in  the  same  street  abutting  upon  Cambridge  Street  being  No.  6 in  that  street  and 
that  the  said  house  No.  45  in  Broad  Street  aforesaid  abutts  upon  New  Street  aforesaid. 
And  I find  that  by  certain  other  indentures  of  lease  and  release  dated  respectively  8th  and 
9th  August  1733  and  by  a certain  other  indenture  of  bargain  and  sale  dated  9th  August  1733 
and  duly  enrolled  in  this  court  and  which  indentures  were  made  respectively  between  the 
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said  Edward  Fitzgerald  and  Mary  his  wife  of  the  one  part  and  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick 
and  William  Compton  esquire  therein  described  as  a person  named  by  the  said  Sir  Andrew 
Chadwick  to  be  his  trustee  for  taking  the  conveyance  of  the  freehold  reversion  and  inheritance 
of  the  messuages  and  ground  thereinafter  mentioned  of  the  other  part  and  also  under  and  by 
virtue  of  an  indenture  of  fine  duly  levied  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  or  as  of  Hilary 
Term  1734  in  pursuance  of  a covenant  for  that  purpose  contained  in  the  said  indenture  of 
bargain  and  sale  in  which  fine  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  William  Compton  were 
plaintiffs  and  the  said  Edward  Fitzgerald  and  Mary  his  wife  were  defendants  in  consideration 
of  ^100  therein  mentioned  to  be  paid  to  the  said  defendants  by  the  said  Sir  A.  Chadwick 
all  that  piece  of  ground  formerly  in  the  parish  of  St.  Martin-in-the-Fields  aforesaid  but  then 
in  the  said  parish  of  St.  James  being  part  of  Little  Gelding  Field  aforesaid  situate  on  the 
east  side  of  Poland  Street  fronting  towards  the  west  on  Poland  Street  and  abutting  towards 
the  north  on  other  part  of  Gelding  Field  aforesaid  and  a messuage  thereon  erected  then 
belonging  to  Sir  Edward  Hill  knight  towards  the  east  on  yards  belonging  to  houses  in  Berwick 
Street  of  William  Hucks  esquire  and  towards  the  south  on  yards  belonging  to  houses  in  Broad 
Street  then  of  Christopher  Cock  esquire  and  others  and  which  said  piece  of  ground  contained 
in  breadth  from  north  to  south  as  well  at  the  west  end  in  front  thereof  as  at  the  east  end  or  rear 
thereof  including  a piece  of  ground  then  used  as  a passage  leading  from  Poland  Street  aforesaid 
to  the  back  part  of  the  ground  thereby  demised  96  feet  or  thereabouts  and  in  depth  from  west 
to  east  as  well  on  the  north  as  on  the  south  sides  thereof  100  feet  or  thereabouts  together  with 
three  messuages  erected  upon  the  piece  of  ground  fronting  Poland  Street  aforesaid  and  all 
other  erections  upon  or  that  might  be  upon  the  said  piece  of  ground  or  any  part  thereof  and 
which  three  messuages  were  then  in  possession  of  William  Bazill  esquire  and  others  with  their 
appurtenances  were  granted  conveyed  and  assured  by  the  said  Edward  Fitzgerald  and  Mary 
his  wife  unto  and  to  the  use  of  the  said  William  Compton  and  his  heirs  in  trust  for  the  said  Sir 
Andrew  Chadwick  and  his  heirs  subject  to  the  lease  to  the  said  Thomas  Glasscock  and  others. 
And  I find  that  by  an  indenture  of  lease  dated  1st  November  1733  and  made  between  the  said 
Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddocks  of  the  first  part  the  said  Mary  Fitzgerald  of  the 
second  part  and  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  of  the  third  part  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington 
and  Thomas  Maddocks  with  consent  of  the  said  Mary  Fitzgerald  demised  unto  the  said  Sir 
Andrew  Chadwick  his  executors  administrators  and  assigns  all  that  piece  of  ground  in  the  parish 
of  St.  James  aforesaid  part  of  the  said  Little  Gelding  Field  situate  on  the  east  side  of  Poland 
Street  fronting  towards  the  west  on  Poland  Street  aforesaid  and  abutting  towards  the  north  on 
other  part  of  Gelding  Field  aforesaid  and  a messuage  thereon  erected  belonging  to  Sir  Edward 
Hill  knight  and  towards  the  east  on  ground  used  as  yards  to  houses  in  Berwick  Street  of 
William  Hucks  esquire  and  towards  the  south  on  yards  to  houses  in  Broad  Street  of  Christopher 
Cock  esquire  and  others  and  which  said  piece  of  ground  contained  in  breadth  from  north  to 
south  as  well  at  the  west  end  or  front  thereof  as  at  the  east  end  or  rear  thereof  including  a 
passage  leading  from  Poland  Street  aforesaid  to  the  back  part  of  the  ground  thereby  demised 
ninety-six  feet  or  thereabouts  and  in  depth  from  west  to  east  as  well  on  the  north  as  on  the 
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south  sides  thereof  one  hundred  feet  or  thereabouts  together  with  three  messuages  erected 
upon  the  said  piece  of  ground  fronting  Poland  Street  aforesaid  and  all  other  erections  upon  or 
that  might  be  upon  the  said  piece  of  ground  thereby  demised  or  any  part  thereof  which  said 
three  messuages  were  then  in  the  possession  of  William  Bazill  esquire  and  others  to  hold  the 
same  to  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  his  executors  administrators  and  assigns  from  Christmas 
1798  for  the  term  of  forty-eight  years  eleven  months  and  twenty  days  at  the  yearly  rent  of  ten 
shillings  and  I find  that  the  three  messuages  so  conveyed  to  the  said  William  Compton  and 
demised  as  aforesaid  are  the  three  messuages  now  standing  on  the  east  side  of  Poland  Street 
aforesaid  and  numbered  1 2 and  3 in  that  street.  And  I find  that  by  another  indenture  of 
lease  dated  21st  March  1735  and  made  between  the  same  parties  as  the  parties  to  the  two  last 
mentioned  indentures  of  lease  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  with  the 
consent  of  the  said  Mary  Fitzgerald  demised  to  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  his  executors 
administrators  and  assigns  all  that  piece  of  ground  in  St.  James’s  aforesaid  part  of  the  said  Little 
Gelding  Field  situate  on  the  east  side  of  Poland  Street  fronting  towards  the  west  on  Poland 
Street  aforesaid  and  abutting  towards  the  north  on  premises  belonging  to  Richard  Stacey 
esquire  towards  the  east  on  the  back  ground  then  used  for  a stable  yard  and  towards  the  south 
on  a house  and  ground  then  in  possession  of  William  Bazill  esquire  and  which  contained  in 
breadth  from  north  to  south  as  well  at  the  west  end  or  front  thereof  as  also  at  the  east  end  or 
rear  thirty-eight  feet  or  thereabouts  and  in  depth  from  east  to  west  as  well  on  the  north  as  on 
the  south  sides  thereof  seventy-two  feet  or  thereabouts  together  with  two  messuages  built  on  the 
said  piece  of  ground  and  all  other  erections  upon  or  that  might  be  upon  the  same  or  any  part 
thereof  which  said  two  messuages  were  then  in  the  possession  of  Sir  Edward  Hill  knight  and 
Mr.  Portales  to  hold  the  same  to  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  his  executors  administrators 
and  assigns  from  Christmas  1748  for  the  term  of  forty-nine  years  eleven  months  and  twenty 
days  at  the  yearly  rent  of  twenty  shillings.  And  I find  that  by  another  indenture  dated  21st 
March  1734  and  made  between  the  same  parties  as  the  last-mentioned  indenture  of  lease  after 
reciting  the  said  indenture  of  lease  the  said  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox 
with  the  consent  of  the  said  Mary  Fitzgerald  demised  to  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  his 
executors  administrators  and  assigns  all  that  piece  of  ground  in  St  James’s  aforesaid  situate  on 
the  east  side  of  Poland  Street  fronting  towards  the  west  on  Poland  Street  aforesaid  and  abutting 
towards  the  north  on  premises  of  Richard  Stacey  esquire  towards  the  west  on  back  ground  then 
used  for  a stable  yard  and  towards  the  south  on  a house  and  ground  then  in  possession  of  William 
Bazill  esquire  and  which  demised  premises  contained  in  breadth  from  north  to  south  as  well  at 
the  west  end  or  front  thereof  as  at  the  east  end  or  rear  thirty-eight  feet  or  thereabouts  and  in 
depth  from  east  and  west  as  well  on  the  north  as  on  the  south  sides  thereof  seventy-two  feet  or 
thereabouts  together  with  two  messuages  erected  upon  the  said  piece  of  ground  and  all  other 
erections  upon  or  that  might  be  upon  the  same  or  any  part  thereof  which  said  two  messuages 
were  then  in  the  possession  of  Sir  Edward  Hill  knight  and  Mr.  Portales.  To  hold  the  same  to 
the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  his  executors  administrators  and  assigns  from  Christmas  1798 
for  the  term  of  forty-eight  years  eleven  months  and  twenty  days  at  the  yearly  rent  of  twenty 
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shillings.  And  I find  that  by  indentures  of  lease  and  release  dated  14th  and  15th  May  1735 
and  also  by  an  indenture  of  bargain  and  sale  duly  enrolled  dated  15th  May  1735  and  respec- 
tively made  between  the  said  Edward  Fitzgerald  and  Mary  his  wife  of  the  one  part  and  the 
said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  the  said  William  Compton  of  the  other  part  and  also  by  virtue 
of  an  indenture  of  fine  duly  levied  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  as  of  Trinity  term  1735  in 
which  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  William  Compton  were  plaintiffs  and  the  said  Edward 
Fitzgerald  and  Mary  his  wife  were  defendants  in  consideration  of  £40  paid  to  the  said  Edward 
Fitzgerald  and  Mary  his  wife  or  one  of  them  by  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  all  that  piece 
of  ground  formerly  in  the  parish  of  St.  Martin  but  then  in  St.  James’s  part  of  the  said  Little 
Gelding  Field  situate  on  the  east  side  of  Poland  Street  fronting  towards  the  west  on  Poland 
Street  aforesaid  and  abutting  towards  the  north  on  premises  belonging  to  Richard  Stacey 
esquire  towards  the  east  on  back  ground  then  used  for  a stable  yard  and  towards  the  south  on 
a house  and  ground  then  in  the  possession  of  William  Bazill  esquire  and  which  piece  of  ground 
contained  in  breadth  from  north  to  south  as  well  at  the  west  end  or  front  thereof  as  also  at  the 
east  end  or  rear  thereof  thirty-eight  feet  or  thereabouts  and  in  depth  from  east  to  west  as  well 
on  the  north  as  on  the  south  sides  thereof  seventy  two  feet  or  thereabouts  together  with  two 
several  messuages  erected  upon  the  same  and  all  other  erections  thereon  or  on  any  part  thereof 
which  said  two  messuages  were  then  in  the  possession  of  Sir  Edward  Hill  knight  and  Mr. 
Portales  with  the  appurtenances  were  granted  by  the.  said  Edward  Fitzgerald  and  Mary  his  wife 
unto  and  to  the  use  of  the  said  William  Compton  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever  in  trust 
nevertheless  for  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.  And  I find  that 
the  said  last-mentioned  two  messuages  are  the  two  messuages  now  standing  on  the  east  side  of 
Poland  Street  aforesaid  and  numbered  4 and  5 therein.  And  I find  that  the  said  Sir  Andrew 
Chadwick  made  and  published  his  last  will  and  testament  in  writing  and  several  codicils  thereto 
disposing  of  all  his  personal  estate  and  effects  and  appointing  Samuel  Grove  and  John  Henry 
Fenoulhet  therein  named  the  executors  thereof  but  that  he  did  not  thereby  make  any  gift  or 
devise  of  his  real  estate  and  that  he  died  in  or  about  the  month  of  March  1768  wholly  intestate 
as  to  his  real  estate.  And  I find  that  shortly  after  his  decease  the  said  Samuel  Grove  and  John 
Henry  Fenoulhet  proved  his  said  will  and  codicils  at  Canterbury  and  that  the  said  Samuel 
Grove  afterwards  died  leaving  the  said  John  Henry  Fenoulhet  him  surviving.  And  I find  that 
a suit  was  instituted  in  this  Court  for  the  administration  of  the  personal  estate  and  effects  of  the 
said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  wherein  Alexander  Scott  the  residuary  legatee  of  the  personal  estate 
of  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  in  his  said  will  and  codicils  named  was  plaintiff  and  the  said 
John  Henry  Fenoulhet  and  other  persons  were  defendants.  And  I find  that  by  the  decree  dated 
30th  April  1771  made  in  the  hearing  of  the  said  cause  after  referring  to  several  indentures 
therein  specified  it  was  amongst  other  things  declared  as  to  the  terms  of  years  in  the  three 
several  houses  in  Broad  Street  next  to  Poland  Street  conveyed  by  indentures  of  the  18th  and 
19th  June  1729  the  same  were  attendant  on  the  freehold  and  inheritance  of  the  said  houses 
the  same  being  so  declared  in  the  deeds.  And  it  was  further  declared  that  as  to  the  terms  in 
the  other  leasehold  houses  in  question  in  the  said  cause  the  same  were  terms  in  gross  and  were 
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part  of  the  said  testator’s  personal  estate.  And  I find  that  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick 
died  in  or  about  March  1768  without  ever  having  had  issue.  And  I find  that  the  said  Sir  Andrew 
Chadwick  was  the  son  of  Ellis  Chadwick  formerly  of  Carter  Place  in  the  parish  of  Haslingden 
in  the  county  of  Lancaster  yeoman  by  Ann  his  wife  theretofore  Ann  Cole  spinster  and  that  the 
said  Ellis  Chadwick  died  in  or  about  the  year  1687  without  ever  having  had  any  other  child. 
And  I find  that  the  said  Ellis  Chadwick  was  the  eldest  son  of  Robert  Chadwick  formerly  of 
Carter  Place  aforesaid  yeoman  deceased  by  Mary  his  wife  theretofore  Mary  Plolden  and  that 
the  said  Robert  Chadwick  had  issue  by  his  said  wife  (other  than  and  besides  the  said  Ellis 
Chadwick)  four  children  and  no  more  that  is  to  say  James  Chadwick  who  was  baptised  in  or 
about  the  month  of  July  1667  Robert  Chadwick  the  younger  who  was  baptised  in  the  month  of 
September  1668  Thomas  Chadwick  who  was  baptised  on  the  18th  of  August  1670  and  Benjamin 
Chadwick  who  was  baptised  on  the  17th  day  of  November  1674.  And  I find  that  the  said 
Robert  Chadwick  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  without  having  had 
any  other  children.  And  I find  that  the  said  James  Chadwick  (the  second  son  of  the  said 
Robert  Chadwick  the  elder)  on  the  24th  November  1702  intermarried  with  Mary  Taylor 
spinster  his  only  wife  and  that  he  died  in  or  about  the  month  of  March  1740  in  the  lifetime  of 
the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  having  had  issue  by  his  said  wife  one  child  and  no  more  that  is 
to  say  Joseph  Chadwick  who  was  born  in  June  1703  and  who  on  the  15th  of  May  1732  inter- 
married with  Martha  Cockerell  spinster.  And  I find  that  the  said  Joseph  Chadwick  had  issue 
four  children  and  no  more  that  is  to  say  first  Thomas  Chadwick  the  younger  his  eldest  son 
who  was  born  in  September  1732  and  three  other  sons.  And  that  the  said  Joseph  Chadwick 
survived  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  departed  this  life  in  April  1790  intestate  leaving 
the  said  Thomas  Chadwick  the  younger  his  heir-at-law  surviving.  And  I find  that  the  said 
Thomas  Chadwick  the  younger  on  the  30th  October  1769  intermarried  with  Betty  Howarth 
his  first  wife  whom  he  survived  and  that  he  afterwards  that  is  to  say  on  the  31st  March  1783 
intermarried  with  Betty  Hopwood  his  second  and  only  other  wife  And  that  he  died  in  August 
1801  intestate.  And  I find  that  the  said  Thomas  Chadwick  the  younger  had  issue  by  the  said 
Betty  (first  wife)  two  children  and  no  more  that  is  to  say  first  Martha  Chadwick  who  was  born 
on  the  nth  of  September  1770  and  who  died  in  June  1772  an  infant  under  the  age  of  two 
years  and  second  Thomas  Chadwick  the  youngest  who  was  born  on  the  3rd  June  1775  and 
who  died  in  or  about  July  1781  in  the  seventh  year  of  his  age.1  And  I find  that  the  said 
Thomas  Chadwick  the  younger  had  issue  by  the  said  second  wife  two  children  and  no  more 
that  is  to  say  first  Mary  Chadwick  who  was  born  19th  June  1787  and  who  died  July  1799  an 
infant  in  the  thirteenth  year  of  her  age  and  second  the  petitioner  John  Chadwick  who  was  born 
on  the  5th  November  1792.  And  I find  that  on  the  death  of  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick 
intestate  as  to  real  estate  as  hereinbefore  mentioned  the  equitable  estate  of  inheritance  in  fee 


1 It  is  at  this  point  that  a main  element  of  the  charge 
against  John  of  Westleigh  occurs.  He  carefully  con- 
cealed from  the  Master  in  Chancery  the  fact  that  the 


issue  of  this  marriage  included  a son  between  Martha 
and  Thomas  named  Joseph,  who  left  issue  (see  General 
Pedigree). 
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simple  in  reversion  expectant  on  the  determination  of  the  said  two  several  terms  of  fifty  years 
and  forty-nine  years  granted  by  the  said  indentures  of  lease  dated  respectively  26th  April  1699 
and  31st  December  1714  or  of  such  one  of  the  said  terms  as  was  for  the  time  being  subsisting 
of  and  in  the  said  pieces  and  parcels  of  ground  messuages  or  tenements  and  hereditaments 
respectively  comprised  in  the  said  several  indentures  of  lease  and  release  dated  respectively  the 
18th  and  19th  August  1731  the  8th  and  9th  August  1733  and  the  14th  and  15th  May  1735  and 
in  the  said  several  indentures  of  bargain  and  sale  dated  respectively  19th  August  1731  9th 
August  1733  and  15th  May  1735  hereinbefore  in  part  set  forth  descended  upon  and  became 
vested  in  the  said  Joseph  Chadwick  his  cousin  and  heir-at-law  and  that  upon  the  death  of  the 
said  Joseph  Chadwick  intestate  as  hereinbefore  mentioned  the  same  descended  upon  and 
became  vested  in  the  said  Thomas  Chadwick  the  younger  his  eldest  son  and  heir-at-law  and  that 
upon  the  death  of  the  said  Thomas  Chadwick  the  younger  intestate  as  hereinbefore  also 
mentioned  the  same  descended  upon  and  became  and  now  is  vested  in  the  petitioner  John 
Chadwick  as  his  only  surviving  son  and  heir-at-law  and  I find  that  the  said  term  of  fifty  years 
created  by  the  said  indenture  of  lease  dated  26th  April  1699  expired  by  effluxion  of  time  on  the 
25th  December  1798  but  that  the  term  of  forty-nine  years  created  by  the  said  indenture  of  lease 
dated  31st  December  1714  is  still  subsisting  and  will  expire  on  the  25th  December  1847.  And 
I certify  that  upon  consideration  of  the  several  matters  and  evidence  aforesaid  I find  that  the 
said  John  Chadwick  is  entitled  in  equity  to  the  inheritance  in  fee  simple  in  reversion  expectant 
to  take  effect  in  possession  on  the  determination  of  the  said  term  of  forty-nine  years  therein  of 
and  in  the  piece  or  parcel  of  ground  messuages  or  tenements  estates  and  hereditaments  granted 
conveyed  and  assured  unto  and  to  the  use  of  the  said  Samuel  Horsey  his  heirs  and  assigns  in 
trust  for  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  his  heirs  and  assigns  as  hereinbefore  mentioned  and 
now  vested  legally  in  the  heirs  or  representatives  of  the  said  Samuel  Horsey  and  also  of  and  in 
two  several  pieces  or  parcels  of  ground  messuages  or  tenements  estates  and  hereditaments 
respectively  granted  conveyed  and  assured  unto  and  to  the  use  of  the  said  William  Compton 
his  heirs  and  assigns  in  trust  for  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  his  heirs  and  assigns  as  herein- 
before also  mentioned  and  now  vested  legally  in  the  heirs  or  representatives  (if  any)  of  the  said 
William  Compton.  All  which  I humbly  certify  and  submit  to  this  honourable  court. 

W.  Wingfield. 

THE  SCHEDULE  TO  WHICH  THE  FOREGOING  REPORT  REFERS. 

Affidavit  of  James  Chadwick  of  Manchester  in  the  county  of  Lancaster  trunk  and  packing-case 
maker  sworn  26th  October  1840. 

Affidavit  of  John  Chadwick  of  Barlow  Fold  in  Redvales  in  the  said  county  of  Lancaster  cotton 
weaver  sworn  12th  October  1840. 

Affidavit  of  John  Stock  of  Lincoln’s  Inn  Fields  clerk  to  Clarke  & Metcalfe  sworn  9th  January 
1841. 
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Affidavit  of  John  Bates  of  Whitfield  sworn  13th  February  1841. 

Affidavit  of  William  Guest  of  Redvales  in  the  parish  of  Bury  in  the  county  of  Lancaster 
sworn  20th  February  1841. 

Affidavit  of  William  Chadwick  Bank  Top  in  Manchester  in  the  county  of  Lancaster  green 
grocer  and  labourer  sworn  5 th  October  1840. 

Affidavit  of  John  Howe  of  Carey  Street  in  the  county  of  Middlesex  clerk  sworn  22nd  January 
1841. 

Affidavit  of  Charles  Joseph  Allen  of  Granby  Street  Hampstead  Road  in  the  county  of  Middlesex 
surveyor  sworn  2nd  June  1841. 

Two  several  affidavits  of  James  Chadwick  of  Garden  Lane  Salford  in  the  county  of  Lancaster 
chest  and  trunk  maker  sworn  respectively  5th  October  1840  and  9th  January  1841. 

Three  several  further  affidavits  of  the  said  William  Guest  sworn  respectively  15th  October  1840 
7th  January  1841  and  2nd  February  1841. 

Three  several  further  affidavits  of  the  said  John  Chadwick  dated  respectively  5th  January 
1841  20th  February  1841  and  the  2nd  February  1841. 


Crtfer  Confirming  Report  antr  jFurtfjcr  Crfccv, 

1842. 

By  an  order  made  by  the  Right  Honourable  The  Master  of  the  Rolls  dated  the  27th  December 
1841  it  was  ordered  that  the  Master’s  report  dated  the  nth  November  1841  should  be 
confirmed  and  it  was  thereby  referred  to  the  said  Master  to  enquire  and  state  to  the  court  who 
was  or  were  the  trustee  or  trustees  last  known  to  have  been  seised  of  the  said  hereditaments  which 
were  conveyed  to  the  said  William  Compton  and  Samuel  Horsey  respectively  and  whether  such 
trustee  or  trustees  respectively  was  or  were  living  or  dead  and  if  dead  whether  he  or  they  died 
intestate  as  to  the  said  trust  estates  respectively  and  if  so  whether  he  or  they  so  dying  left  any 
heir  or  heirs  or  whether  it  was  unknown  who  was  or  were  the  heirs  or  heir  of  such  trustee  or 
trustees  respectively  and  if  the  said  Master  should  find  that  the  trustee  or  trustees  respectively 
last  known  to  have  been  so  seised  was  or  were  dead  and  without  leaving  any  heir  or  heirs  then 
the  said  Master  was  to  enquire  and  state  to  the  court  whether  any  grant  had  been  made  by  the 
crown  of  any  estate  and  interest  in  the  trust  estates  vested  in  the  trustee  or  trustees  being  so 
dead  without  having  any  heirs  or  heir  and  it  was  ordered  that  if  the  said  Master  should  find 
that  no  such  grant  had  been  made  or  that  it  was  not  known  who  was  or  were  the  heir  or  heirs 
of  such  trustee  or  trustees  respectively  then  the  said  Master  was  to  approve  of  some  person  or 
persons  in  the  place  of  the  said  trustee  or  trustees  respectively  to  convey  the  said  premises. 

P 
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MASTER'S  RETORT  UNDER  THE  FURTHER  ORDER. 

The  said  Master  by  his  report  in  the  said  matters  dated  the  2nd  day  of  June  1842  found  that 
William  Compton  in  his  said  former  report  named  was  last  known  to  have  been  seised  of 
the  piece  of  ground  and  of  the  three  messuages  standing  thereon  on  the  east  side  of  Poland 
Street  in  the  parish  of  St.  James’s  Westminster  with  their  appurtenances  in  his  said  report 
mentioned  and  which  were  conveyed  to  him  the  said  William  Compton  by  the  indentures  of 
lease  and  release  of  the  8th  and  9th  days  of  August  1733  and  the  indenture  of  bargain  and 
sale  of  the  9th  day  of  August  1733  and  the  fine  levied  in  pursuance  of  the  covenant  for  that 
purpose  contained  in  the  said  indenture  of  bargain  and  sale  in  the  said  Master’s  said  report 
mentioned  and  that  the  said  William  Compton  was  also  the  trustee  who  was  last  known  to 
have  been  seised  of  the  piece  of  ground  and  the  two  messuages  thereon  situate  on  the 
east  side  of  Poland  Street  aforesaid  with  their  appurtenances  in  the  said  Master’s  said  report 
also  mentioned  and  which  were  conveyed  to  the  said  William  Compton  by  the  said  indentures 
of  lease  and  release  of  the  14th  and  15th  days  of  May  1735  and  the  said  bargain  and  sale 
of  the  15th  day  of  May  1735  and  the  fine  levied  in  pursuance  of  the  covenant  for  that 
purpose  contained  in  the  said  lastly  mentioned  indenture  of  bargain  and  sale.  And  the  said 
Master  also  found  that  Samuel  Horsey  in  his  said  former  report  also  named  was  the  trustee 
who  was  last  known  to  have  been  seised  of  the  piece  of  ground  and  six  messuages  standing 
thereon  situate  on  the  south  side  of  Broad  Street  in  St.  James’s  with  their  appurtenances 
which  were  conveyed  to  the  said  Samuel  Horsey  by  the  said  indentures  of  lease  and  release  of 
the  1 8th  and  19th  days  of  August  1731  and  the  bargain  and  sale  of  the  19th  day  of  August 
1731  and  the  fine  levied  in  pursuance  of  the  covenant  for  that  purpose  contained  in  the 
lastly  mentioned  indenture  of  bargain  and  sale  in  the  said  Master’s  said  report  also  mentioned. 
And  the  said  Master  found  that  the  said  William  Compton  and  Samuel  Horsey  were  both  dead 
and  that  they  both  died  intestate  as  to  any  trust  estate  of  which  they  were  seised  and  that  it 
was  unknown  who  was  the  heir  or  heirs-at-law  either  of  the  said  William  Compton  or  of 
the  said  Samuel  Horsey  and  the  said  Master  approved  of  Joseph  Woodcock  therein  named 
as  a fit  and  proper  person  to  be  appointed  for  the  purpose  aforesaid. 


ORDER  APPOINTING  JOSEPH  WOODCOCK  TO  CONVEY  PROPERTIES. 

By  an  order  made  in  the  said  matters  by  the  Right  Honourable  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  dated 
the  5th  July  1842  it  was  ordered  that  the  Master’s  report  dated  2nd  June  1842  should  be 
confirmed  and  it  was  ordered  that  the  said  Joseph  Woodcock  in  the  Master’s  said  report  named 
should  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  Parliament  first  thereinbefore  mentioned  in  the  place  of  the  heir 
or  heirs  of  William  Compton  in  the  said  report  named  convey  to  the  said  John  Chadwick 
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or  as  he  should  direct  the  said  piece  of  ground  and  the  said  three  messuages  standing 
thereon  situate  on  the  east  side  of  Poland  Street  aforesaid  with  their  appurtenances  which 
were  conveyed  to  the  said  William  Compton  by  the  said  indentures  of  lease  and  release 
of  the  8th  and  9th  August  1733  and  the  said  indenture  of  bargain  and  sale  of  the  9th  August 
1733  and  the  said  fine  levied  in  pursuance  of  the  covenant  for  that  purpose  contained  in  the 
said  indenture  of  bargain  and  sale  and  also  the  piece  of  ground  and  the  said  two  messuages 
thereon  situate  on  the  east  side  of  Poland  Street  aforesaid  with  their  appurtenances  which 
were  conveyed  to  the  said  William  Compton  by  the  said  indentures  of  lease  and  release  of  the 
14th  and  15th  May  1735  and  the  said  bargain  and  sale  of  the  15th  May  1735  and  the  said 
fine  levied  in  pursuance  of  the  covenant  for  that  purpose  contained  in  the  said  lastly  mentioned 
indenture  of  bargain  and  sale  And  it  was  ordered  that  the  said  Joseph  Woodcock  should  also 
in  pursuance  of  the  said  Act  of  Parliament  in  the  place  of  the  heir  or  heirs  of  the  said  Samuel 
Horsey  in  the  said  report  named  convey  to  the  said  John  Chadwick  or  as  he  should  direct  the 
said  piece  of  ground  and  the  said  six  messuages  standing  thereon  situate  on  the  south  side  of 
Broad  Street  aforesaid  with  their  appurtenances  which  were  conveyed  to  the  said  Samuel 
Horsey  by  the  said  indentures  of  lease  and  release  of  the  18th  and  19th  August  1731  and 
the  said  bargain  and  sale  of  the  19th  August  1731  and  the  said  fine  levied  in  pursuance  of 
the  covenant  for  that  purpose  contained  in  the  said  lastly  mentioned  indenture  of  bargain 
and  sale. 

In  pursuance  of  the  last  mentioned  order  the  said  Joseph  Woodcock  in  the  place  or 
stead  of  the  heirs  of  the  said  Samuel  Horsey  and  William  Compton  respectively  conveyed  the 
said  several  hereditaments  mentioned  or  referred  to  in  the  said  order  unto  and  to  the  use  of 
the  said  John  Chadwick  his  heirs  and  assigns. 

Immediately  upon  the  determination  of  the  terms  of  years  upon  which  the  said  reversions 
were  expectant  the  said  John  Chadwick  entered  into  the  possession  and  receipt  of  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  said  several  hereditaments  so  conveyed  to  him  as  aforesaid  until  his  death 
on  the  8th  April  1861  since  which  time  John  Chadwick  and  Thomas  Chadwick  the  trustees 
and  executors  of  his  will  have  been  in  receipt  thereof. 


APPENDIX  D. 


SJjort  &nal£gi8  of  ^ropcrtg,  &c„ 

IN  THE  FOREGOING  REPORT  FOUND  BY  THE  MASTER  TO  BE  VESTED  IN 
SAMUEL  HORSEY  AND  WILLIAM  COMPTON  AS  TRUSTEES. 

26th  April  1699.  Demise  of  three  acres  of  pasture  land  and  all  messuages  thereon  erected 
situate  in  the  parish  of  St.  James’s  Westminster  by  Sir  Benjamin  Maddox  to  Thomas 
Glasscock  for  fifty  years  from  Christmas  1748  at  the  yearly  rent  of ^20. 

31st  December  17x4.  Demise  of  the  same  three  acres  &c.  by  the  said  Sir  Benjamin  Maddox 
to  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  for  forty  nine  years  from  Christmas  1798 
at  the  rent  of  ^20. 

25th  February  1714.  Will  of  Sir  Benjamin  Maddox  devising  the  same  three  acres  & c.  to 
Mary  Rudyard  subject  to  the  two  indentures  of  demise  above  mentioned. 

1715.1  Sir  Benjamin  Maddox  died.  Mary  Rudyard  survived  and  she  afterwards 
married  Edward  Fitzgerald  esquire. 

13th  April  1723.  Will  of  Dame  Dorothy  Maddox  reciting  that  said  two  leases  were  vested 
in  Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox  in  trust  for  her  and  she  thereby  appointed 
her  said  trustees  to  stand  possessed  thereof  for  the  benefit  of  Mary  Rudyard  and  as 
therein  mentioned. 

13th  August  1731.  Lease  between  M.  Allington  and  T.  Maddox  of  the  first  part  Mary 
Fitzgerald  of  the  second  part  and  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  of  the  third  part  by  which  was 
demised  to  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  a part  of  the  said  three  acres  with  six  messuages 
thereon  situate  on  the  south  side  of  Broad  Street  from  Christmas  1748  for  forty-nine 
years  eleven  months  and  twenty  days. 

17th  August  1731.  Lease  between  same  parties  of  one  other  part  of  said  three  acres  south 
side  of  Broad  Street  and  Cambridge  Street  with  six  messuages  thereon  erected  from 
Christmas  1798  for  forty-eight  years  eleven  months  and  twenty  days. 
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18th  and  19th  of  August  1731.  Lease  and  release  and  bargain  and  sale.  Conveyance  in  fee 
of  piece  of  ground  and  six  houses  last  above  mentioned  to  Samuel  Horsey  in  trust  for 
Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  subject  to  the  first  mentioned  leases  to  Thomas  Glasscock  and 
Marmaduke  Allington  and  Thomas  Maddox.  These  six  houses  are  now  41  42  43  44  and 
45  Broad  Street  and  6 Cambridge  Street. 

8th  and  9th  August  1733.  Lease  and  release  and  bargain  and  sale.  Conveyance  in  fee  of 
piece  of  said  three  acres  and  three  houses  erected  thereon  fronting  Poland  Street  from 
Christmas  1748  for  forty-nine  years  eleven  months  and  twenty  days  to  William  Compton 
in  trust  for  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  (subject  as  aforesaid). 

1st  November  1733.  Demise  to  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  of  other  part  of  said  three  acres  and 
three  houses  east  side  of  Poland  Street  from  Christmas  1748  for  forty-nine  years  eleven 
months  and  twenty  days. 

1st  November  1733.  Demise  to  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  of  other  part  of  said  three  acres  on 
east  side  of  Poland  Street  with  three  houses  fronting  Poland  Street  from  Christmas  1798 
for  forty-eight  years  eleven  months  and  twenty  days.  These  are  1 2 and  3 in  Poland  Street. 

2 1st  March  1735.  Demise  to  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  of  other  part  of  said  three  acres  with  two 
messuages  on  east  side  of  Poland  Street  aforesaid  from  Christmas  1748  for  forty-nine  years 
eleven  months  and  twenty  days. 

2 1 st  March  1734.  Demise  to  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  of  other  part  of  said  three  acres  with  two 
houses  on  east  side  of  Poland  Street  from  Christmas  1798  for  forty-eight  years  eleven 
months  and  twenty  days. 

14th  and  15th  May  1735.  Lease  and  release  and  bargain  and  sale.  Conveyance  in  fee  of 
other  part  of  three  acres  with  two  houses  fronting  Poland  Street  to  said  William  Compton 
in  trust  nevertheless  for  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick.  These  are  now  4 and  5 in  Poland 
Street. 

1 8th  and  19th  January  1729.  Decree  in  Scott  v.  Chadwick1  recites  that  three  houses  in  Broad 
Street  were  conveyed  to  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  by  indentures  of  lease  and  release  of  these 
dates  with  lease  to  Samuel  Horsey  to  attend  the  inheritance. 


REMARKS. 

It  is  to  be  presumed  that  the  several  “deeds  and  other  documents”  enumerated 
in  the  Master’s  report  as  having  been  produced  to  and  laid  before  him  on  behalf  of 
the  said  John  Chadwick  were  the  whole  of  the  “deeds  and  documents”  capable  of 


1 See  page  230. 
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being  found  at  that  time  having  reference  to  property  obtainable  by  the  heir-at-law. 
This  being  so  then,  whatever  of  real  estate  other  than  and  beyond  that  to  which  such 
deeds  and  documents  related,  at  any  time  vested  in  and  belonging  to  Sir  Andrew 
Chadwick,  or  vested  in  any  other  person  or  persons  in  trust  for  him,  must  have  been 
disposed  of  so  effectually  as  to  preclude  all  possibility  of  its  being  successfully 
contended  for  even  by  an  heir-at-law  proclaimed  as  such  by  the  Court. 

And  amongst  such  real  estate  so  previously  disposed  of  must  have  been  the 
three  houses  in  Broad  Street,  conveyed  to  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  by 
indentures  of  lease  and  release  of  the  1 8th  and  19th  of  June,  1729,  for  though 
subject  to  an  attendant  term  held  by  Samuel  Horsey  was  nevertheless  real  estate, 
and  as  such  descendable  to  the  heir-at-law. 


APPENDIX  E. 


Sfjort  particulars  of  tfjc  propcrtu 

WHICH  ACTUALLY  CAME  TO  JOHN  CHADWICK  UNDER  THE 

FOREGOING  ORDERS. 


ist.— Property  vested  in  Samuel  Horsey  as  trustee  by  indenture  dated  18th  and  igth 
August  1731. 

All  that  piece  of  ground  in  the  parish  of  St.  James  within  the  liberty  of  Westminster 
(being  part  and  parcel  of  those  three  acres  of  pasture  ground  called  or  known  by  the  name  of  the 
Little  Gelding  Field)  situate  on  the  south  side  of  Broad  Street  fronting  towards  the  north  on 
Broad  Street  aforesaid  and  abutting  and  fronting  towards  the  west  on  a certain  street  called 
Cambridge  Street  towards  the  south  on  ground  and  yards  of  houses  formerly  belonging  to  the 
Right  Honourable  William  Pulteney  esquire  and  at  that  time  in  the  possession  of  John  Wakefield 
gentleman  and  the  widow  Grimandett  and  abutting  and  fronting  towards  the  east  on  a certain 
street  called  New  Street  and  containing  in  breadth  from  east  to  west  as  well  at  the  north  end 
or  front  thereof  as  also  at  the  south  end  or  rear  thereof  120  feet  and  in  depth  from  south  to 
north  as  well  on  the  east  as  also  on  the  west  sides  thereof  sixty-three  feet  nine  inches  or  there- 
abouts together  with  six  several  tenements  erected  upon  the  said  piece  of  ground  fronting  Broad 
Street  aforesaid  and  all  other  erections  and  buildings  erected  and  built  or  that  might  thereafter 
be  erected  and  built  thereon  or  on  any  part  thereof  together  with  the  appurtenances. 

The  six  tenements  are  those  on  the  south  side  of  Broad  Street  aforesaid  and  numbered 
respectively  41  42  43  44  and  45  and  number  6 Cambridge  Street  aforesaid. 

2nd. — Property  vested  in  William  Compton  as  trustee  by  indentures  dated  8th  and  gth 
August  1733. 

All  that  piece  of  ground  formerly  in  the  parish  of  St.  Martin-in-the-Fields  in  the  said 
county  of  Middlesex  but  then  in  the  parish  of  St.  James  aforesaid  (part  of  Little  Gelding  Field 
aforesaid)  situate  on  the  east  side  of  Poland  Street  fronting  towards  the  west  on  Poland  Street 
aforesaid  and  abutting  and  adjoining  towards  the  north  on  other  part  of  the  Gelding  Field 
aforesaid  and  a tenement  built  thereon  then  belonging  to  Sir  Edward  Hill  knight  towards  the 
east  on  ground  then  made  use  of  for  yards  belonging  to  houses  in  Berwick  Street  of  William 
Hucks  esquire  and  towards  the  south  on  yards  belonging  to  houses  in  Broad  Street  then  of 
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Christopher  Cock  esquire  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  Edmund  Butler  and  which  said 
piece  of  ground  contained  in  breadth  from  north  to  south  as  well  at  the  west  end  or  front 
thereof  as  also  at  the  east  end  or  rear  thereof  including  a piece  of  ground  then  used  as  a 
passage  leading  from  Poland  Street  aforesaid  to  the  back  part  of  the  said  piece  of  ground 
ninety-six  feet  or  thereabouts,  and  in  depth  from  west  to  east  as  well  on  the  north  as  on 
the  south  sides  thereof  one  hundred  feet  or  thereabouts  together  with  the  three  several 
tenements  built  upon  the  said  piece  of  ground  fronting  Poland  Street  aforesaid  and  all  other 
buildings  erected  or  that  might  be  erected  upon  the  said  piece  of  ground  or  any  part  thereof 
the  said  three  several  tenements  then  being  in  the  several  tenures  of  William  Bazill  esquire 
Major  Lewis  Dejair  and  Mrs.  Smith  with  their  appurtenances. 

The  said  three  messuages  are  those  on  the  east  side  of  Poland  Street  aforesaid  numbered 
1 2 and  3. 

3rd.- — Property  vested  in  William  Compton  by  indentures  dated  14th  and  13th  May 

1735- 

All  that  piece  of  ground  in  the  said  parish  of  Saint  James  aforesaid  (being  other  part 
of  Little  Gelding  Field)  situate  on  the  east  side  of  Poland  Street  fronting  towards  the  west  on 
Poland  Street  aforesaid  and  abutting  and  adjoining  towards  the  north  on  premises  then 
belonging  to  Richard  Stacey  esquire  towards  the  east  on  the  back  ground  there  used  as  a 
stable  yard  and  towards  the  south  on  a house  and  ground  then  in  the  possession  of  William 
Bazill  esquire  and  which  piece  of  ground  contained  in  breadth  from  north  to  south  as  well  at 
the  west  end  or  front  thereof  as  also  at  the  east  end  or  rear  thereof  thirty-eight  feet  or 
thereabouts  and  in  depth  from  east  to  west  as  well  on  the  north  as  on  the  south  sides  thereof 
seventy-two  feet  or  thereabouts  together  with  two  messuages  built  upon  the  said  piece  of 
ground  fronting  Poland  Street  aforesaid  and  all  other  erections  and  buildings  built  or  that 
might  be  built  upon  the  said  piece  of  ground  or  any  part  thereof  and  which  were  then  in  the 
tenure  of  Sir  Edward  Hill  knight  and  Mr.  Portales  with  the  appurtenances. 

The  said  two  messuages  are  those  now  standing  on  the  east  side  of  Poland  Street 
aforesaid  numbered  4 and  5 in  that  street. 


APPENDIX  F. 


Entrotmcttou  to  gjppcntucrs  G,  H,  I,  and  j. 

Soon  after  the  death  of  John  Chadwick,  of  Westleigh,  on  the  8th  April,  1861,  claims 
were  made  by  various  persons  against  his  executors,  but  all  these  claims  were 
unsuccessful. 

JAMES  CHADWICK’S  CLAIM. 

In  1859,  James  Chadwick,  of  Merlin’s  Place,  Clerkenwell,  in  the  county  of 
Middlesex,  filed  a bill  against  John  Chadwick  alleging  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  said 
John  Chadwick,  in  obtaining  possession  of  the  premises  which  were  conveyed  by  the 
court  to  him.  The  bill  was  amended  by  an  order  of  the  court  on  the  9th  January, 
i860. 

John  Chadwick,  as  will  be  seen  by  the  abstract  of  his  will  herewith  set  out  in 
Appendix  G,  appointed  as  his  executors  his  sons,  Thomas  Chadwick  and  John 
Chadwick- — having  previously  to  his  death,  however,  filed  an  answer  to  the  said  bill 
of  complaint  of  James  Chadwick. 

This  suit,  after  considerable  delay  and  expense,  the  delay  arising  from  various 
causes,  but  principally  from  want  of  money,  was  brought  to  a hearing  before  Vice- 
Chancellor  Stuart,  and  on  the  14th  July,  1868,  the  Vice-Chancellor  dismissed  the  bill 
of  the  said  James  Chadwick  with  costs. 

As  it  would  appear  that  the  proceedings  in  this  suit  gave  abundant  information 
as  to  all  the  points  of  attack  against  the  possession  of  the  estate  by  John  Chadwick, 
and  the  reasons  why  they  were  not  urged  successfully  are  all  after  the  abstract  of 
John  Chadwick’s  will,  set  out  at  length  in  their  several  orders — the  bill,  the  answer, 
and  the  judgment  of  Vice-Chancellor  Stuart. 


APPENDIX  G. 


£H)stract  of  t!)e  Mill  of  $of)u  Cfja&touft, 

OF  WESTLEIGH, 

SHEWING  THE  DISPOSITION  MADE  BY  HIM  OF  THE  PROPERTY 

CONVEYED  TO  HIM. 

WILL  OF  JOHN  CHADWICK. 

The  said  John  Chadwick  by  his  will  dated  the  14th  day  of  March  i860  after  giving  some 
specific  legacies  of  small  amount  devised  and  bequeathed  all  his  real  and  leasehold  estates 
and  all  the  residue  and  remainder  of  his  personal  estate  unto  his  trustees  thereinafter  named 
their  executors  administrators  and  assigns  upon  trust  that  the  said  trustees  should  at  their  own 
discretion  continue  the  said  residuary  personal  estate  upon  the  existing  securities  or  call  in  and 
invest  the  same  afresh  in  real  or  government  securities  or  in  some  of  the  public  stocks  or  funds. 
And  the  said  testator  directed  that  his  said  trustees  or  trustee  should  stand  possessed  of  his 
said  real  and  leasehold  estates  and  of  his  said  residuary  personal  estate  and  the  stocks  funds 
and  securities  wherein  or  whereupon  the  same  might  be  invested  upon  trust  to  receive  the 
rents  issues  interests  dividends  and  annual  profits  arising  therefrom  and  pay  the  same  as  and 
when  they  should  become  due  and  payable  unto  and  equally  amongst  all  and  every  his  children 
Ann  Thomas  Richard  Alice  Mary  Betsy  William  and  John  during  their  lives  the  shares  of  his 
said  daughters  to  be  paid  into  their  respective  hands  for  their  sole  and  separate  use  so  that 
the  same  might  not  be  subject  to  the  control  debts  or  engagements  of  their  present  or  any 
future  husbands  or  husband  and  from  and  after  the  decease  of  any  of  his  said  children  the 
testator  directed  that  his  said  trustees  or  trustee  should  stand  possessed  of  the  share  of  such 
child  of  and  in  his  said  trust  estates  and  the  rents  interests  dividends  and  annual  produce 
thereof  in  trust  for  all  and  every  his  or  her  children  lawfully  begotten  who  being  a son  or  sons 
should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  or  being  a daughter  or  daughters  should  attain  that 
age  or  marry  to  be  divided  between  or  amongst  them  their  heirs  executors  administrators  or 
assigns  respectively  as  tenants  in  common  with  provisions  as  to  the  maintenance  and  education 
of  the  children  of  any  child  who  should  die  and  as  to  the  interest  of  the  survivors  of  any  child 
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or  children  who  should  die  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testator  and  the  said  testator  thereby 
appointed  his  said  sons  John  Chadwick  and  Thomas  Chadwick  trustees  and  executors  of  his 
said  will. 

The  said  testator,  John  Chadwick,  died  on  the  8th  day  of  April,  1861,  and 
his  will  was  duly  proved  in  Her  Majesty’s  Court  of  Probate,  Liverpool,  on  the 
15th  day  of  July,  1861,  by  Thomas  Chadwick  alone,  one  of  the  executors  therein 
named,  power  being  reserved  to  the  said  John  Chadwick,  the  son  of  the  deceased  and 
the  other  executor,  who  was  subsequently  admitted  to  proof. 


APPENDIX  H. 


BtU  of  Complaint. 

1859-  C.  33. 

Amended  gth  January  i860. 

By  Order  dated  23rd  December  i8yg. 
Filed  nth,  February  i8jg. 

In  Chancery.  Bedvvall. 


Between  JAMES  CHADWICK  Plaintiff 

AND 

JOHN  CHADWICK  Defendant. 


BILL  OF  COMPLAINT. 

To  the  Right  Honourable  Frederic  Baron  Chelmsford  of  Chelmsford  in  the  county  of  Essex 

Lord  High  Chancellor  of  Great  Britain. 

Humbly  complaining  sheweth  unto  his  Lordship  James  Chadwick  of  No.  37 
Higher  Chatham  Street  Chorlton-on-Medlock  in  the  city  of  Manchester  in  the 
county  of  Lancaster  the  above-named  plaintiff  as  follows: — 

1.  In  the  year  1731  certain  pieces  or  parcels  of  land  in  Broad  Street  Saint  James’s  upon 
which  houses  have  been  built  and  which  are  now  known  as  No.  6 Cambridge  Street  St.  James’s 
and  numbers  41  to  45  both  inclusive  Broad  Street  and  are  now  in  the  possession  of  the  above- 
named  defendant  or  his  undertenants  were  demised  to  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  knight  for  a 
term  of  forty-nine  years  less  ten  days  from  the  25th  day  of  December  1798. 

2.  Such  lease  was  granted  by  persons  who  themselves  were  only  entitled  to  the  same 
premises  for  a term  of  forty-nine  years  from  the  25th  day  of  December  1798. 

3.  The  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  afterwards  bought  the  reversion  in  fee  in  the  same 
premises  expectant  on  the  determination  of  the  said  term  of  forty-nine  years  and  such  reversion 
was  duly  conveyed  at  his  direction  as  to  part  of  the  premises  to  Samuel  Horsey  and  as  to  other 
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parts  of  the  premises  to  William  Compton  and  their  respective  heirs  but  nevertheless  in  trust 
for  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  his  heirs. 

4.  The  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  died  in  1768  intestate  as  to  real  estate  and  the 
equitable  reversion  in  fee  in  the  said  premises  descended  to  his  first  cousin  and  heir-at-law 
Joseph  Chadwick  the  great  grandfather  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  natural  grandfather  of  the 
defendant. 

5.  The  said  Joseph  Chadwick  died  intestate  in  the  year  1790  leaving  him  surviving  his 
eldest  son  and  heir-at-law  Thomas  Chadwick  the  natural  father  of  the  defendant  and  his 
second  son  Joseph  (hereinafter  called  Joseph  Chadwick  the  son)  the  grandfather  of  the 
plaintiff. 

6.  The  said  Thomas  Chadwick  died  in  the  year  1801  intestate  and  without  leaving  any 
lawful  issue  but  having  an  illegitimate  son  the  defendant  and  leaving  the  said  Joseph  Chadwick 
the  son  his  younger  brother  and  heir-at-law. 

7.  The  said  Joseph  Chadwick  the  son  departed  this  life  intestate  in  the  year  1819  leaving 
Thomas  Chadwick  the  younger  his  eldest  son  and  heir-at-law.  The  said  Thomas  Chadwick 
the  younger  died  in  1826  intestate  leaving  the  plaintiff  his  eldest  son  and  heir-at-law. 

8.  In  the  year  1840  the  defendant  although  he  well  knew  that  he  was  illegitimate  and 
could  not  be  the  heir-at-law  of  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  the 
heir-at-law  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  determined  to  procure  the  legal  estate  in  the  premises 
(the  equitable  interest  in  which  belongs  to  the  plaintiff  as  heir-at-law  to  the  said  Sir  Andrew 
Chadwick)  to  be  conveyed  to  and  vested  in  the  defendant. 

9.  In  order  to  effect  this  purpose  the  defendant  in  the  year  1840  presented  two  petitions 
to  this  honourable  court  under  the  “Trustee  Act”  then  in  force  stating  as  was  correct 
that  the  heir  of  the  said  Samuel  Horsey  was  a trustee  of  part  of  the  premises  for  the  heir  of 
the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  that  the  heir  of  the  said  William  Compton  was  a trustee  of 
the  remaining  part  of  the  said  premises  for  the  heir  of  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  that 
the  heirs  of  the  said  Samuel  Horsey  and  William  Compton  could  not  be  found  but  stating 
most  untruly  and  whilst  the  defendant  knew  that  the  statement  was  untrue  that  the  defendant 
was  the  heir-at-law  of  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  praying  the  court  to  decree  some 
person  in  the  place  of  the  heir-at-law  of  the  said  Samuel  Horsey  and  some  person  in  the 
place  of  the  heir-at-law  of  the  said  William  Compton  to  convey  the  said  premises  to  the 
defendant. 

10.  Such  petitions  were  supported  by  affidavits  which  were  untrue  in  so  far  as  they  stated 
that  the  defendant  was  the  legitimate  son  of  the  said  Thomas  Chadwick  and  the  defendant  at 
the  time  such  affidavits  were  made  knew  that  this  statement  was  incorrect. 

11.  The  usual  orders  of  reference  were  made  upon  the  hearing  of  such  petitions  and  in 
the  Master’s  office  the  defendant  carried  in  states  of  facts  which  were  untrue  in  so  far  as  they 
stated  that  the  defendant  was  the  legitimate  son  of  the  said  Thomas  Chadwick. 
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12.  The  plaintiff  admits  the  other  statements  in  the  petition  and  states  of  facts  and 
affidavits  to  have  been  correct. 

13.  The  illegitimacy  of  the  defendant  is  in  consequence  of  the  fact  that  at  the  time  (that 
is  to  say)  on  the  31st  day  of  March  1783  when  the  ceremony  of  marriage  was  gone  through 
between  his  father  and  mother  the  said  Thomas  Chadwick  and  Betty  Hopwood  formerly  Betty 
Diggles  William  Hopwood  the  then  lawful  husband  of  the  said  Betty  Hopwood  was  living. 

14.  This  fact  was  at  the  time  of  his  presenting  the  petitions  and  obtaining  the  said  orders 
perfectly  well  known  to  the  defendant  but  was  carefully  concealed  by  him  from  the  gentlemen 
whom  he  employed  as  solicitors  in  the  matter  and  he  was  enabled  by  concealing  this  fact  and 
by  the  production  of  the  certificate  of  marriage  between  his  father  and  mother  to  deceive  them 
and  the  Master  of  the  court. 

15.  Accordingly  the  Master  reporting  that  the  defendant  was  the  heir-at-law  of  the  said 
Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  orders  were  made  for  conveyances  of  the  premises  to  him  and  such 
conveyances  were  duly  made  in  the  year  1842. 

16.  On  the  25th  day  of  December  1847  the  said  term  of  forty-nine  years  expired  and  the 
defendant  has  ever  since  been  and  now  is  in  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said 
premises  to  a large  amount. 

17.  By  reason  of  the  fraudulent  conduct  of  the  defendant  in  obtaining  possession  of  the 
premises  the  plaintiff  although  entitled  thereto  cannot  recover  them  at  law  the  legal  estate  of 
the  defendant  therein  being  an  answer  to  any  action  of  ejectment  which  the  plaintiff  could 
bring  to  recover  them. 

18.  There  is  great  reason  to  fear  that  if  the  defendant  is  allowed  to  receive  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  premises  pending  this  suit  they  will  be  wholly  lost  to  the  plaintiff. 

19.  The  defendant  has  in  his  possession  divers  documents  and  papers  whereby  if 
produced  the  truth  of  the  matters  hereinbefore  stated  would  appear. 


PR  A YER. 

The  plaintiff  prays  as  follows  : — 

1.  That  it  may  be  declared  that  the  defendant  is  a trustee  of  the  said  premises 
in  Broad  Street  for  the  plaintiff  as  heir-at-law  of  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and 
that  the  defendant  may  be  decreed  to  convey  the  same  to  the  plaintiff  or  as  he  shall 
direct. 

2.  That  it  may  be  declared  that  the  said  order  and  conveyance  were  obtained  by 
the  fraud  and  imposition  of  the  defendant  and  ought  never  to  have  been  made. 

3.  That  the  defendant  may  account  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  rents  and  profits  of 
the  premises  received  by  him  or  for  his  use  since  the  said  25th  day  of  December  1847. 
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4.  That  some  proper  person  may  be  appointed  by  the  court  to  receive  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  said  premises  and  that  the  defendant  may  be  restrained  from 
receiving  such  rents  and  profits. 

5.  That  if  necessary  all  enquiries  may  be  made  and  directions  given  for  giving 
effect  to  the  declaration  aforesaid. 

6.  That  the  defendant  may  pay  the  costs  of  this  suit. 

7.  That  the  plaintiff  may  have  such  further  or  other  relief  as  the  nature  of  this 
case  may  require. 

Edmund  Batten. 

Amended  A.  S.  Eddis. 

Name  of  defendant: 

The  defendant  to  this  bill  of  complaint  is  John  Chadwick. 


The  original  bill,  of  which  the  above  copy  is  the  amended  form,  and  is  the  one 
upon  record,  was,  upon  the  application  of  the  plaintiff,  James  Chadwick,  amended  by 
an  order  of  the  court  dated  23rd  December,  1859,  such  amendment  relating,  not  to  the 
form  of  the  bill  of  complaint,  but  to  certain  dates  and  circumstances  which  had  been 
incorrectly  ascertained  and  imperfectly  described  in  the  original,  and  which  alterations 
had  of  course  the  full  recognition  of  the  court. 
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TO 

JAMES  CHADWICK’S  BILL  OF  COMPLAINT. 


In  Chancery.  i 85 9.  C.  33. 

Filed  29th  June  1859. 

Bed  wall. 

Between  JAMES  CHADWICK  Plaintiff 

AND 

JOHN  CHADWICK  Defendant. 


The  Answer  of  the  above-named  Defendant  John  Chadwick  to  the  Bill  of  Complaint  of  the 

above-natned  Plaintiff. 

In  answer  to  the  said  Bill  I John  Chadwick  say  as  follows  : — 

1.  I admit  that  in  the  year  1731  certain  pieces  or  parcels  of  land  in  Broad  Street 
St.  James’s  upon  which  houses  have  been  built  and  which  are  now  known  as  No.  6 Cambridge 
Street  St.  James’s  in  the  County  of  Middlesex  and  numbered  41  to  45  both  inclusive  Broad 
Street  and  are  now  in  my  possession  or  in  the  possession  of  my  undertenants  were  demised  to 
Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  knight  for  a term  of  forty-nine  years  less  ten  days  from  the  25  th  day  of 
December  1798. 

2.  I admit  that  such  lease  was  granted  by  persons  who  themselves  were  only  entitled  to 
the  same  premises  for  a term  of  forty-nine  years  from  the  25th  day  of  December  1798. 

3.  I admit  that  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  afterwards  bought  the  reversion  in  fee  in 
the  same  premises  expectant  on  the  determination  of  the  said  term  of  forty-nine  years  and  that 
such  reversion  was  duly  conveyed  at  his  direction  as  to  part  of  the  premises  to  Samuel  Horsey 
and  his  heirs  and  as  to  other  parts  of  the  premises  to  William  Compton  and  his  heirs  but 
nevertheless  in  trust  for  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  his  heirs. 
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4.  I admit  that  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  died  in  1768  intestate  as  to  his  real 
estate. 

5.  It  is  a question  of  law  which  I submit  to  the  judgment  of  this  court  whether  the 
equitable  reversion  in  fee  simple  in  the  said  premises  descended  to  his  nephew  and  heir-at-law 
Joseph  Chadwick  or  how  otherwise. 

6.  I deny  that  the  said  Joseph  Chadwick  was  the  great  grandfather  of  the  plaintiff  or  my 
natural  grandfather. 

7.  I admit  that  the  said  Joseph  Chadwick  died  intestate  in  the  year  1790  leaving  two  sons 
him  surviving  and  that  the  elder  of  such  sons  was  Thomas  Chadwick  and  that  the  younger  of 
such  sons  was  Joseph  Chadwick  in  the  bill  in  this  suit  and  hereinafter  called  Joseph  Chadwick 
the  son. 

8.  I deny  that  the  said  Thomas  Chadwick  was  my  natural  father  or  the  said  Joseph 
Chadwick  the  son  the  grandfather  of  the  plaintiff. 

9.  I admit  that  the  said  Thomas  Chadwick  died  in  the  year  1801  intestate. 

10.  I have  no  knowledge  or  belief  upon  the  subject  but  I am  informed  that  the  said 
Thomas  Chadwick  left  the  said  Joseph  Chadwick  the  son  his  younger  brother  him  surviving. 

11.  I deny  that  the  said  Thomas  Chadwick  died  without  leaving  any  lawful  issue  and  I 
say  that  he  left  me  his  only  son  and  heir-at-law. 

1 2.  I have  not  been  informed  and  I do  not  know  or  believe  that  the  said  Thomas  Chadwick 
died  leaving  an  illegitimate  son. 

13.  I deny  that  I am  the  illegitimate  son  of  the  said  Thomas  Chadwick  or  that  he  left  the 
said  Joseph  Chadwick  the  son  his  heir-at-law. 

14.  I have  no  knowledge  or  belief  upon  the  subject  but  I am  informed  that  the  said  Joseph 
Chadwick  the  son  departed  this  life  in  the  year  1819  and  that  he  was  then  of  the  age  of  ninety- 
six  years  but  I cannot  set  forth  as  to  my  belief  or  otherwise  whether  he  died  intestate  or  how 
otherwise  and  I have  not  been  informed  and  do  not  know  or  believe  that  he  left  the  plaintiff 
his  grandson  or  heir-at-law. 

15.  I deny  that  in  the  year  1840  or  at  any  other  time  I determined  to  procure  the  legal 
estate  in  the  premises  in  the  bill  in  this  suit  mentioned  to  be  conveyed  to  or  vested  in  me  or 
otherwise  or  that  I did  at  the  time  last  aforesaid  or  at  any  time  well  or  at  all  know  or  had  any 
reason  to  suspect  or  believe  or  that  it  is  the  fact  that  I was  or  am  illegitimate  or  that  I could  not 
be  the  heir-at-law  of  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  or  that  I at  or  about  the  time  last  aforesaid 
or  at  any  other  time  well  or  at  all  knew  or  had  any  reason  to  suspect  or  believe  or  that  it  is  the 
fact  that  the  plaintiff  was  or  is  the  heir-at-law  of  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  or  that  the 
equitable  interest  in  the  said  premises  at  the  time  last  aforesaid  or  at  any  time  belonged  to  or 
does  now  belong  to  the  plaintiff  as  heir-at-law  of  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  or  otherwise. 

16.  I admit  that  in  the  year  1840  I presented  two  petitions  to  this  court  under  the  Trustee 
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Act  then  in  force  stating  as  the  facts  were  and  are  that  the  heir  of  the  said  Samuel  Horsey  wras 
a trustee  of  part  of  the  premises  for  the  heir  of  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  that  the 
heir  of  the  said  William  Compton  was  a trustee  for  the  remaining  part  of  the  premises  for  the 
heir  of  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  that  the  heirs  of  the  said  Samuel  Horsey  and 
William  Compton  could  not  be  found  and  that  I was  the  heir-at-law  of  the  said  Sir  Andrew 
Chadwick. 

17.  I presented  the  said  two  petitions  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  the  legal  estate  in  the 
premises  to  be  conveyed  to  me  or  as  I should  direct  but  not  in  order  to  effect  my  alleged 
determination  in  the  said  bill  mentioned  or  for  any  other  purpose  save  as  aforesaid. 

18.  I admit  that  the  said  petitions  stated  that  I was  the  heir-at-law  of  the  said  Sir 
Andrew  Chadwick. 

19.  I deny  that  the  said  petitions  or  either  of  them  stated  untruly  that  I was  the 
heir-at-law  of  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  or  that  I knew  or  had  any  reason  to  suspect  or 
believe  that  such  last  mentioned  statement  as  to  my  being  the  heir-at-law  of  the  said  Sir 
Andrew  Chadwick  was  untrue. 

20.  I admit  that  the  said  petitions  prayed  the  court  to  order  some  person  in  the  place  of 
the  heir-at-law  of  the  said  Samuel  Horsey  and  some  person  in  the  place  of  the  heir-at-law 
of  the  said  William  Compton  to  convey  the  premises  to  me  or  as  I should  direct. 

21.  Such  petitions  were  supported  by  one  affidavit  only  which  was  made  by  William 
Guest  of  Red  Vales  in  the  parish  of  Bury  in  the  county  of  Lancaster. 

22.  I deny  that  such  affidavit  was  untrue  in  so  far  as  the  same  stated  that  I was  the 
legitimate  son  of  the  said  Thomas  Chadwick  or  in  any  other  respect  or  that  at  the  time  when 
such  affidavit  was  made  I had  any  reason  to  suspect  or  believe  or  that  it  is  the  fact  that 
such  last  mentioned  statement  was  not  correct. 

23.  One  order  of  reference  was  made  upon  the  hearing  of  the  said  petition  which  I admit 
was  the  usual  and  proper  order  under  the  circumstances  and  I thereupon  carried  in  one  state 
of  facts  only  to  the  Master’s  office. 

24.  I deny  that  the  said  state  of  facts  was  untrue  in  so  far  as  it  is  stated  that  I was  the 
legitimate  son  of  the  said  Thomas  Chadwick  or  in  any  other  respect  or  that  at  the  time  I 
carried  in  or  caused  to  be  carried  in  such  state  of  facts  or  at  any  time  I knew  or  had  any  reason 
to  suspect  or  believe  or  that  it  is  the  fact  that  such  last  mentioned  statement  was  untrue. 

25.  I admit  that  the  ceremony  of  marriage  was  gone  through  between  the  said  Thomas 
Chadwick  and  Betty  Hopwood  who  were  my  father  and  mother  and  that  the  said  Betty 
Hopwood  is  described  in  the  entry  in  the  register  of  the  said  marriage  as  Betty  Hopwood 
widow  but  I say  that  such  marriage  ceremony  took  place  on  the  31st  and  not  on  the  30th  day 
of  March  1783. 

26.  I am  not  informed  and  do  not  know  or  believe  that  any  other  marriage  ceremony  was 
performed  between  the  said  Thomas  Chadwick  and  Betty  Hopwood  except  as  aforesaid. 
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27.  I cannot  set  forth  as  to  my  belief  or  otherwise  whether  one  William  Hopwood  was 
living  on  the  31st  day  of  March  1783  or  at  any  other  time. 

28.  I deny  that  the  said  William  Hopwood  was  on  the  said  30th  day  of  March  1783  or 
at  any  subsequent  time  the  lawful  husband  of  the  said  Betty  Hopwood. 

29.  I am  unable  as  to  my  belief  or  otherwise  to  set  forth  whether  at  any  time  prior  to  the 
said  31st  day  of  March  1783  the  said  William  Hopwood  was  the  lawful  husband  of  the  said 
Betty  Hopwood  or  to  whom  she  had  been  previously  married  or  to  set  out  the  name  residence 
or  description  of  her  former  husband  or  when  or  where  he  died. 

30.  I was  born  on  the  5th  day  of  November  1792. 

31.  I deny  that  the  alleged  fact  of  William  Hopwood  being  the  husband  of  the  said  Betty 
Hopwood  or  of  his  being  alive  at  the  time  of  the  ceremony  of  marriage  between  the  said 
Thomas  Chadwick  and  Betty  Hopwood  being  gone  through  was  at  the  time  of  my  presenting 
the  said  petitions  or  obtaining  the  said  order  or  at  any  time  perfectly  well  or  at  all  known  to 
or  suspected  by  me  or  that  such  alleged  fact  had  any  existence. 

32.  The  said  Betty  Chadwick  my  mother  lived  for  thirty-six  years  and  upwards  after  the 
month  of  March  1783  and  she  lived  with  me  down  to  the  time  of  her  death  which  happened  in 
the  month  of  January  1819.  She  died  at  Bury  in  the  county  of  Lancaster  and  was  there  buried 
on  the  14th  day  of  January  1819. 

33.  I deny  that  I had  any  reason  to  suspect  or  believe  that  the  said  William  Hopwood 
or  any  other  husband  of  the  said  Betty  Hopwood  was  alive  at  such  time  as  in  the  said  Bill  in 
that  behalf  mentioned  or  that  I was  enabled  by  concealing  or  that  I did  carefully  or  at  all 
conceal  from  the  gentlemen  whom  I employed  as  solicitors  in  the  matter  or  from  the  Master  or 
the  court  or  otherwise  the  alleged  circumstance  in  the  said  bill  called  the  last  mentioned 
circumstance  or  that  such  alleged  circumstance  had  any  existence  or  that  I was  enabled  by 
concealing  the  said  alleged  fact  or  by  the  production  of  the  certificate  of  marriage  between  my 
father  and  mother  to  deceive  or  that  I did  deceive  my  said  solicitors  or  the  Master  or  the 
court. 

34.  I admit  that  the  Master  reported  that  I was  the  heir-at-law  of  the  said  Sir  Andrew 
Chadwick  and  that  an  order  was  made  for  a conveyance  of  the  premises  to  a trustee  for  me 
and  that  such  conveyance  was  duly  made  in  the  year  1842. 

35.  I admit  that  the  said  term  of  forty-nine  years  expired  on  the  25th  day  of  December 
1847  old  style  being  the  5th  day  of  January  1848  new  style  and  that  I am  now  in  the  receipt 
of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  premises. 

36.  In  the  month  of  November  1846  I purchased  the  premises  for  the  then  residue  of 
the  term  of  forty-nine  years  and  the  same  were  assigned  to  me  for  the  residue  of  the  said  term 
by  the  parties  entitled  thereto  and  under  such  purchase  and  assignment  I entered  into  the 
receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  premises  reserved  by  the  demise  in  the  first  paragraph  of 
the  said  bill  mentioned  and  I continued  in  such  receipt  until  the  said  5th  day  of  January  1848 
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since  which  time  I have  been  in  receipt  of  the  rack  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  premises  which 
amount  to  the  yearly  sum  of  jQ 375  or  thereabouts  and  I have  laid  out  large  sums  of  money  in 
repairing  and  improving  the  said  premises. 

37.  I deny  that  I obtained  possession  of  the  said  premises  by  the  fraudulent  conduct  in 
the  said  bill  mentioned  or  by  any  fraudulent  means  or  otherwise  than  as  aforesaid  or  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  said  premises  under  the  alleged  circumstances  in  the  said  bill  or 
otherwise. 

38.  I submit  to  the  judgment  of  this  court  whether  the  plaintiff  can  recover  the  premises 
at  law  and  whether  my  legal  estate  therein  is  an  answer  to  any  action  of  ejectment  which  the 
plaintiff  could  bring  to  recover  the  premises. 

39.  I deny  that  the  plaintiff  is  prevented  from  obtaining  possession  of  the  premises  by 
reason  of  my  fraudulent  conduct  in  obtaining  possession  of  the  same  or  that  I have  been 
guilty  of  any  such  fraudulent  conduct  and  that  there  is  great  or  any  reason  to  fear  that  if  I am 
allowed  to  receive  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  premises  pending  this  suit  they  will  be  wholly 
or  to  any  extent  lost  to  the  plaintiff. 

40.  I have  in  my  possession  or  power  the  documents  in  the  schedule  hereto  mentioned 
which  relate  to  such  of  the  matters  in  the  said  bill  mentioned  as  are  not  hereinbefore  admitted 
by  me  but  I deny  that  by  such  documents  or  any  of  them  if  produced  the  truth  thereof  as 
alleged  by  the  said  bill  would  appear  and  I say  that  some  parts  of  such  documents  relate  also 
to  matters  in  the  said  bill  mentioned  which  I have  hereinbefore  admitted  and  I claim  to  seal 
up  such  parts  before  producing  such  documents. 

41.  Answering  to  the  best  and  utmost  of  my  knowledge  remembrance  information  and 
belief  I deny  that  save  as  by  the  said  schedule  appears  I have  now  or  had  lately  or  at  any  time  in 
my  custody  possession  or  power  or  in  the  possession  custody  or  power  of  my  solicitors  or 
agents  or  solicitor  or  agent  divers  or  any  deeds  or  deed  copies  of  or  extracts  from  or  copy  of 
or  extract  from  any  deeds  or  a deed  wills  or  will  probates  of  wills  or  probate  of  a will  evidences 
of  title  or  evidence  of  title  books  or  book  accounts  or  account  books  of  account  or  book  of 
account  receipts  or  receipt  vouchers  or  voucher  letters  or  letter  copies  of  or  copy  of  letters  or  a 
letter  extracts  from  or  an  extract  from  letters  or  a letter  papers  or  paper  documents  or 
document  entries  or  entry  memoranda  or  memorandum  writings  or  writing  relating  to  the 
houses  and  premises  in  the  bill  in  this  suit  mentioned  or  any  part  of  the  same  or  to  the  matters 
in  the  said  bill  mentioned  or  any  or  either  of  them  or  whereby  or  by  any  or  either  of  which  if 
produced  the  truth  of  the  several  matters  in  the  said  bill  mentioned  or  any  or  either  of  them 
would  appear. 

42.  Some  time  since  a suit  was  instituted  against  me  in  this  court  by  John  Stainton  who 
claimed  the  houses  and  premises  in  the  bill  in  this  suit  mentioned  under  Sarah  Law  who  was 
the  daughter  of  Robert  Chadwick  the  younger  the  uncle  of  Joseph  Chadwick  in  the  fourth 
paragraph  of  the  said  bill  mentioned  who  in  her  lifetime  claimed  to  be  and  who  as  the  said 
John  Stainton  alleged  was  the  heiress-atdaw  of  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  at  his  death  and 
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by  divers  assurances  and  acts  in  the  law  the  said  John  Stainton  alleged  that  he  had  become 
entitled  to  the  said  houses  and  premises  and  in  fact  he  had  so  become  entitled  if  I was  not 
entitled  to  the  said  houses  and  premises  as  the  heir-at-law  of  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick 
and  the  object  of  the  said  suit  was  to  assert  the  title  of  the  said  John  Stainton  to  the  said 
houses  and  premises  and  to  defeat  my  title  thereto  and  I purchased  from  the  said  John  Stainton 
all  his  estate  and  interest  in  the  said  houses  and  premises  which  were  conveyed  to  me  in  the 
year  1855  and  I now  claim  the  said  houses  and  premises  both  in  my  own  right  as  heir-at-law 
of  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  under  the  said  purchase  and  conveyance. 

.43.  My  father  the  said  Thomas  Chadwick  died  on  the  27th  day  of  August  1801  in  the 
lifetime  of  my  mother  the  said  Betty  Chadwick  and  from  the  time  of  their  marriage  on  the 
31st  day  of  March  1783  down  to  the  said  27th  day  of  August  1801  they  lived  together  and 
brought  up  their  children  as  lawful  man  and  wife  and  were  universally  respected  and 
acknowledged  to  be  so  and  were  in  fact  lawful  man  and  wife. 

44.  The  plaintiff  does  not  by  the  said  bill  allege  whose  son  he  is  or  pretends  to  be  but 
he  alleges  that  he  is  the  grandson  of  the  said  Joseph  Chadwick  the  son  but  I have  been 
informed  by  the  said  William  Guest  and  believe  that  the  said  Joseph  Chadwick  the  son  had 
two  sons  and  no  more  namely  William  Chadwick  and  John  Chadwick  who  are  both  now 
deceased  and  that  if  the  plaintiff  is  in  fact  the  grandson  of  the  said  Joseph  Chadwick  the  son 
he  the  plaintiff  is  the  son  of  the  said  William  Chadwick  or  of  the  said  John  Chadwick  and  I 
say  that  each  of  them  the  said  William  Chadwick  and  John  Chadwick  gave  evidence  before 
the  Master  in  support  of  my  claim  to  be  the  heir-at-law  of  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and 
that  the  said  John  Chadwick  in  an  affidavit  sworn  by  him  on  the  5th  day  of  January  1841 
and  used  in  evidence  before  the  said  Master  is  in  part  as  follows  : “ And  this  deponent  saith 
that  the  said  Joseph  Chadwick  was  the  grandfather  of  this  deponent  and  that  the  said 
Joseph  Chadwick  married  Martha  Cockerill  and  that  he  had  issue  by  her  the  said  Martha  four 
sons  and  no  more  and  that  Thomas  Chadwick  who  was  born  in  1732  was  eldest  son  and 
heir-at-law  of  the  said  Joseph  Chadwick  and  that  the  said  Thomas  Chadwick  married  for  his 
first  wife  Betty  Haworth  and  had  issue  by  her  two  children  and  no  more  namely  Mary 
Chadwick  who  was  born  in  the  year  1787  and  died  in  the  year  1799  without  ever  having  been 
married  and  John  Chadwick  who  was  born  in  the  year  1792  and  is  now  living.” 

45.  Joseph  Chadwick  the  grandfather  of  the  said  deponent  in  the  said  affidavit 
mentioned  is  Joseph  Chadwick  in  the  fourth  paragraph  of  the  bill  in  this  suit  mentioned  to 
have  been  the  nephew  and  heir-at-law  of  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  Thomas 
Chadwick  in  the  said  affidavit  mentioned  is  the  Thomas  Chadwick  in  the  fifth  paragraph  of 
the  said  bill  mentioned  to  be  the  son  of  the  said  Joseph  Chadwick  and  the  said  Thomas 
Chadwick  and  Betty  Hopwood  in  the  said  affidavit  mentioned  are  the  same  persons  as  are  in 
the  thirteenth  paragraph  of  the  said  bill  mentioned  to  be  my  father  and  mother. 

46.  William  Guest  hereinbefore  mentioned  acted  as  my  confidential  agent  in  obtaining 
information  and  evidence  in  support  of  the  petitions  presented  by  me  as  in  the  bill  in  this  suit 
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mentioned  and  I verily  believe  that  the  said  William  Guest  as  such  agent  employed  the 
plaintiff  in  this  suit  to  obtain  information  and  evidence  in  support  of  the  said  petitions  and  that 
the  plaintiff  did  obtain  some  such  information  and  did  also  obtain  or  was  the  means  of 
obtaining  some  such  evidence  and  that  such  evidence  was  used  before  the  Master  on  my 
behalf. 

47.  On  the  28th  day  of  January  1852  Robert  Chadwick  filed  his  bill  in  this  court  against 
me  alleging  that  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  was  the  eldest  son  of  Ellis  Chadwick  the  eldest 
son  of  Robert  Chadwick  of  Carter  Place  and  died  intestate  and  without  issue  and  that  James 
Chadwick  the  second  son  of  the  said  Robert  Chadwick  of  Carter  Place  died  a bachelor  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  that  Robert  Chadwick  the  son  of  Robert 
Chadwick  the  third  son  of  the  said  Robert  Chadwick  of  Carter  Place  was  the  heir-at-law  of  the 
said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  at  his  death  and  that  the  said  Robert  Chadwick  the  grandson  died 
intestate  leaving  J ohn  Chadwick  his  eldest  son  and  heir-at-law  and  that  the  said  J ohn  Chadwick 
died  intestate  leaving  Robert  Chadwick  his  eldest  son  and  heir-at-law  and  that  the  said  last 
named  Robert  Chadwick  died  intestate  leaving  the  plaintiff  Robert  Chadwick  his  eldest  son 
and  heir-at-law  and  that  the  plaintiff  Robert  Chadwick  became  entitled  to  the  houses  and 
premises  in  the  bill  in  this  suit  mentioned  for  an  equitable  estate  in  fee  simple  in  reversion 
expectant  on  the  determination  of  the  said  term  of  forty-nine  years  and  the  bill  in  the  said  suit 
of  the  said  Robert  Chadwick  contained  allegations  in  respect  of  my  want  of  title  as  heir-at-law 
of  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  similar  to  the  allegations  in  respect  of  my  want  of  title  as 
such  heir  contained  in  the  bill  in  this  suit  and  sought  relief  similar  to  the  relief  sought  by  the 
bill  in  this  suit. 

48.  The  bill  in  this  suit  and  in  the  said  suit  of  the  said  Robert  Chadwick  are  signed  by 
the  same  counsel  and  were  filed  by  the  same  solicitor  and  such  counsel  and  solicitor  are  now 
respectively  the  counsel  and  solicitor  of  the  plaintiffs  in  both  suits  and  this  suit  was  and  is 
attached  to  the  court  of  his  honour  the  Vice-Chancellor  Sir  John  Stuart  although  the  said  suit 
of  the  said  Robert  Chadwick  was  and  is  attached  to  the  court  of  his  honour  the  Vice-Chancellor 
Sir  William  Page  Wood. 

49.  Exceptions  for  insufficiency  were  taken  to  my  further  answer  to  the  bill  in  the  said 
suit  of  the  said  Robert  Chadwick  upon  the  ground  that  I had  not  discovered  documents 
enquired  after  by  the  bill  in  that  suit  and  the  said  exceptions  were  as  I am  advised  untenable 
and  were  not  set  down  for  argument  but  were  abandoned  and  I verily  believe  that  the  title 
relied  upon  by  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit  is  a mere  pretence  and  that  he  is  not  as  he  alleges  the 
grandson  and  heir  of  the  said  Joseph  Chadwick  the  son  and  that  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit  at 
the  instigation  of  the  said  William  Guest  and  the  said  last  mentioned  Robert  Chadwick  and  in 
collusion  with  them  has  filed  the  bill  in  this  suit  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  discovery  of 
documents  which  he  is  not  entitled  to  and  failed  to  obtain  in  the  said  suit  of  the  said  Robert 
Chadwick  and  I further  verily  believe  that  there  is  some  arrangement  and  agreement  between 
the  plaintiffs  in  the  said  two  suits  that  the  last  mentioned  Robert  Chadwick  shall  indemnify 
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the  plaintiff  in  this  suit  against  the  costs  of  this  suit  or  pay  him  some  sum  of  money  in  respect 
of  such  costs  and  that  the  said  two  suits  shall  be  carried  on  for  the  common  benefit  of  the 
plaintiff  in  this  suit  and  the  last  mentioned  Robert  Chadwick  and  that  if  either  of  them  shall 
succeed  in  recovering  the  said  houses  and  premises  in  contest  in  the  said  two  suits  the  other  of 
them  shall  be  entitled  to  some  part  or  parts  thereof  or  some  estate  or  interest  therein  or  some 
sum  of  money  or  other  benefit. 

John  Chadwick.  J-  Lawrence  Bird. 


THE  SCHEDULE  ABOVE  REFERRED  TO. 

Copy  of  the  marriage  certificate  of  Thomas  Chadwick  and  Betty  Hopwood  March  31st  1783. 
Copy  of  the  certificate  of  baptism  of  John  Chadwick  November  1792. 

Copy  of  the  certificate  of  burial  of  Thomas  Chadwick  August  1801. 

Draft  copy  affidavit  of  John  Chadwick  of  Barlow  Fold  in  Red  Vales  in  the  parish  of  Bury 
in  the  county  of  Lancaster  sworn  the  20th  day  of  February  1841. 

Draft  copy  affidavit  of  John  Bates  of  Whitefield  within  the  township  of  Pilkington  in  the 
parish  of  Prestwich  cum  Oldham  in  the  county  of  Lancaster  weaver  sworn  the  13th  day  of 
February  1841. 

The  originals  of  the  above  mentioned  certificates  and  affidavits  were  formerly  but  are  not 
now  in  my  possession  they  having  been  left  in  the  Master’s  office  in  the  year  1841. 

John  Chadwick. 

Sworn  at  Manchester  in  the  county 
of  Lancaster  this  27  th  day  of 
June  1859  before  me 

John  Kershaw 

A London  commissioner  to  administer 
oaths  in  Chancery. 
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JJtitJgmrut  of  Ttcc=€^anceUot  Stuart, 

IN  THE  SUIT  JAMES  CHADWICK  v.  JOHN  CHADWICK, 

Tuesday , July  14th , 1868. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : I shall  not  trouble  you  Mr.  Dickinson  (the  counsel  for  John 
Chadwick).  This  bill  is  filed  praying  a declaration  that  the  defendant  is  a trustee  for  the 
plaintiff  of  certain  premises  and  praying  that  it  may  be  declared  that  an  order  and  conveyance 
which  were  made  by  direction  of  this  court  were  obtained  by  the  fraud  and  imposition  of  the 
defendant  and  ought  never  to  have  been  made. 

Now  there  is  an  obvious  inconsistency  in  the  case.  The  defendant  (John  Chadwick)  is 
in  possession  under  orders  of  this  court  made  upon  evidence  which  was  scanned  by  the  Master 
to  whom  an  enquiry  had  been  directed  upon  the  result  of  which  enquiry  the  court  made  an 
order  that  a person  named  as  trustee  and  who  is  agreed  by  the  plaintiff  to  have  been  trustee  of 
the  property  should  convey  that  property  to  the  defendant  as  the  beneficial  owner.  How  is  it 
possible  to  say  that  the  defendant  who  is  in  possession  as  beneficial  owner  under  orders  of  this 
court  can  be  a trustee  for  the  plaintiff?  If  the  plaintiff  has  a title  it  must  depend  upon  setting 
aside  those  orders  which  vested  the  property  in  the  defendant  and  upon  the  result  of  an 
adjudication  which  is  asked  by  the  second  paragraph  of  the  prayer  of  the  bill.  Upon  that 
adjudication  the  defendant  could  not  be  a trustee  for  anybody  but  must  be  declared  to  have 
no  estate  at  all  because  the  order  and  conveyance  of  the  court  would  have  to  be  set  aside. 

That  however  is  but  a small  part  of  the  defects  of  the  case  of  the  plaintiff.  It  is  said 
that  the  defendant  has  brought  forward  no  evidence.  The  defendant  has  put  in  an  answer 
but  what  sort  of  evidence  is  required  from  a defendant  in  a case  which  has  been  submitted  to 
the  court  which  has  been  enquired  into  by  the  court  in  which  the  court  has  had  the  report  of 
the  Master  who  has  made  two  enquiries  and  then  pronounced  his  decision  and  upon  which 
decision  the  court  has  put  the  defendant  in  possession  of  the  estate.  The  case  of  the  plaintiff 
is  not  properly  described  by  either  of  the  two  inconsistent  paragraphs  of  the  bill  because  his 
case  alleged  in  the  bill  is  that  the  defendant  well  knew  that  he  was  illegitimate  and  determined 
to  procure  the  legal  estate  and  that  in  fact  when  the  defendant  presented  the  petition  upon 
which  after  enquiry  the  court  put  him  into  possession  of  the  estate  he  perfectly  well  knew  that 
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his  mother  at  the  time  he  was  born  was  the  wife  of  another  person  than  his  father  that  that  fact 
was  perfectly  well  known  to  the  defendant  and  carefully  concealed  by  him  from  the  gentleman 
employed  as  his  solicitor.  That  therefore  is  a fact  that  must  be  proved.  It  is  not  enough  to 
prove  that  the  fact  is  that  Betty  Hopwood  the  mother  of  the  defendant  was  the  wife  of  another 
man  than  his  father  when  the  defendant  was  born  but  the  case  made  by  the  bill  is  that  the 
defendant  knowing  that  practised  a fraud  upon  the  court.  There  is  not  a tittle  of  evidence 
upon  that  subject. 

Then  the  case  is  reduced  to  this  whether  or  not  the  plaintiff  has  proved  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  court  that  a fraud  was  practised  upon  the  court  by  the  defendant  and  that  the  orders 
made  by  the  court  were  made  upon  insufficient  and  false  evidence.  The  evidence  in  support  of 
the  bill  and  the  case  stated  by  the  bill  in  the  first  place  totally  fail  to  prove  that  the  mother  of 
the  defendant  was  ever  married  to  anybody  but  the  father  of  the  defendant  and  failing  in  that 
of  course  the  whole  case  has  gone.  But  the  evidence  is  a tissue  of  inconsistencies.  It  consists  of 
hearsay  evidence  sometimes  made  by  persons  who  say  they  knew  the  mother  of  the  defendant 
that  they  knew  she  was  Betty  Hopwood  that  she  had  been  married  to  Hopwood  before  she 
was  married  to  the  defendant’s  father  and  other  circumstances  tending  to  show  the  defendant 
is  illegitimate.  As  a sample  of  the  sort  of  evidence  that  is  given  I will  take  the  evidence  of  Alice 
Ramsbottom  who  is  very  much  relied  upon  and  whose  evidence  was  commented  upon  by  both 
the  plaintiff’s  counsel.  She  describes  herself  as  having  the  means  of  knowledge  and  then  says 
that  Chadwick  and  Betty  Hopwood  were  married  at  Middleton  Church  and  she  says  that 
Hopwood  the  former  husband  returned  in  the  year  1784.  The  story  is  that  Hopwood  who  was 
the  first  husband  of  the  defendant’s  mother  went  as  a soldier  and  that  during  his  absence  as  a 
soldier  Betty  Hopwood  married  Chadwick  and  that  afterwards  Hopwood  returned.  Now  this 
Alice  Ramsbottom  who  is  so  much  relied  upon  as  a witness  says  that  Hopwood  returned  in  1784 
a few  months  after  the  birth  of  the  defendant.  That  is  an  express  fact  sworn  to  by  this  witness 
and  relied  upon  by  the  plaintiff.  But  Mary  Dearden  swears  that  William  Hopwood  the  husband 
returned  in  1794  and  died  in  1796.  James  Chadwick  the  plaintiff  swears  that  William 
Hopwood  returned  not  in  1784  according  to  Alice  Ramsbottom  but  in  1794  and  did  not  die 
in  1796  according  to  Mary  Dearden  but  died  in  1799  and  Middleton  Church  is  sworn  to  by 
one  of  the  witnesses  as  the  place  where  this  woman  was  married  both  to  Hopwood  and 
Chadwick  so  that  both  the  marriages  took  place  at  Middleton  Church.  That  would  be  a curious 
thing.  But  what  is  wanting  altogether  in  the  evidence  is  the  certificate  of  the  marriage  of 
Hopwood  and  the  mother  of  the  defendant  which  is  said  to  have  taken  place  at  Middleton 
Church.1  That  parish  is  known  but  no  certificate  is  produced.  Mr.  Pearson  the  counsel  for  the 
plaintiff  says  there  is  such  a certificate  but  the  certificate  not  being  in  evidence  cannot  be 
attended  to  nor  does  it  appear  which  of  the  two  certificates  it  is.  If  both  the  marriages  took 
place  in  the  same  church  there  could  be  no  difficulty  in  the  production  of  them  both.2 
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James  Chadwick  the  plaintiff  himself  says  that  William  Hopwood  returned  not  in  1794 
but  in  1799. 

These  are  the  inconsistencies  in  the  evidence  brought  forward  which  is  mere  hearsay 
evidence  whereas  in  such  a case  as  the  present  where  the  case  is  that  the  defendant  knowing 
the  falsehood  of  his  case  deceived  the  court  that  the  court  was  deceived  by  fraud  that  orders 
were  obtained  by  fraud  and  the  court  is  asked  to  declare  that  those  orders  were  obtained  by 
fraud  and  not  that  they  should  be  set  aside  but  that  they  never  ought  to  have  been  made  and 
that  the  estate  vested  in  the  defendant  under  those  orders  should  be  declared  to  be  vested  in 
the  defendant  as  trustee.  The  court  cannot  entertain  a question  of  that  kind  and  the 
proceedings  of  this  court  would  be  worth  little  indeed  if  they  could  be  questioned  upon  a bill 
brought  forward  under  such  circumstances  as  this  bill  is  and  upon  such  evidence. 

I ought  not  to  part  with  the  case  without  noticing  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  himself  says 
there  is  another  bill  now  pending  in  which  Robert  Chadwick  is  the  claimant  adversely  to  the 
defendant  of  this  same  estate  and  that  Mayo  the  solicitor  who  acts  for  the  other  Chadwick 
and  files  that  bill  was  the  solicitor  originally  employed  by  him.  That  gives  one  a sort  of  notion 
how  the  case  comes  to  be  brought  forward. 

All  I can  do  is  to  dismiss  this  bill  in  which  the  plaintiff  sues  as  a pauper  and  which 
probably  if  he  had  not  been  suing  as  a pauper  would  not  have  been  filed  at  all. 

Mr.  Dickinson  : I must  ask  your  honour  to  dismiss  the  bill  with  costs  up  to  the  time 
when  the  plaintiff  began  to  sue  as  a pauper. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : What  is  the  use  of  that  ? you  will  get  nothing  by  that. 

Mr.  Dickinson  : He  has  funds.  The  bill  was  filed  in  1859  and  he  did  not  sue  as  a 
pauper  till  1867. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : If  the  course  of  the  court  justifies  my  giving  the  costs  up  to  the 
time  he  began  to  sue  as  a pauper  I will  do  so.  [His  honour  conferred  with  the  registrar  Mr. 
Monro.]  Mr.  Monro  says  that  is  the  course  of  the  court  and  therefore  I will  dismiss  this  bill 
with  costs  up  to  the  time  he  began  to  sue  as  a pauper. 

Mr.  Dickinson  : The  order  entitling  him  to  sue  as  a pauper  is  dated  the  9th  July  1867. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  : I suppose  that  order  was  obtained  in  order  to  bring  the  suit  to  a 
hearing.  The  bill  was  filed  in  1859  I see. 

Mr.  Dickinson  : Yes  and  that  order  although  dated  9th  July  1867  was  not  served  until 
28th  January  1868. 
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&g  to  gpbstracts  of  ^fiKtrafutg  antf  Copies  in  full, 

IN  SUPPORT  OF  JAMES  CHADWICK’S  CLAIM, 

1859-1868. 

The  affidavits  filed  in  support  of  James  Chadwick’s  petition  were  very  indifferently 
prepared,  and  contained  no  evidence  of  any  sufficient  value  to  affect  the  orders  then 
already  made  and  hereinbefore  copied,  and  the  result  was,  of  course,  dismissal  with 
costs  of  Mr.  James  Chadwick’s  petition.  Some  of  the  affidavits  are  abstracted,  and 
one  of  them  (Alice  Ramsbottom’s)  copied  at  length. 

In  spite  of  this  futile  attempt  on  the  part  of  James  Chadwick,  he  collected  still 
further  evidence  hoping  to  show  John  Chadwick’s  guilty  knowledge  of  the  alleged 
fraud,  and  he  subsequently  (in  1870)  moved  the  court  on  the  subject,  but  the  motion 
was  dismissed  with  costs.  A copy  of  the  Notice  of  Motion  and  Order  thereon  follow 
the  above  affidavits,  and  afterwards  are  abstracted  the  additional  affidavits  adduced 
as  evidence  in  support  of  the  motion. 

ABSTRACT  OF  AFFIDAVITS 

Used  in  the  hearing  James  Chadwick  v.  John  Chadwick,  1868,  with  full  Copy  oj  the  Affidavit  oj  Alice 
Ramsbottom  especially  referred  to  in  the  Judgment  ( Appendix  J,  p.  248). 

1.  — 1st  October  i860.  Thomas  Tetlow  of  Thornfields  in  the  township  of  Thornham  in  the 

parish  of  Middleton  farmer  and  assistant  overseer  as  to  the  alleged  illegitimacy  of  John 
of  Westleigh. 

2. - — 8th  November  i860.  Thomas  Crompton  of  No.  1 Langfield  Bury  agent  as  to  alleged 

illegitimacy  of  John  of  Westleigh  and  settlement  of  Betty  Hopwood. 
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3.  — 16th  March  i860.  Thomas  Barlow  of  35  Pilling  Street  Rochdale  Road  Manchester 

manufacturing  chemist  as  to  Betty  Diggle’s  antecedents  and  as  to  William  Hopwood’s 
return  as  a soldier. 

4.  — 7th  November  i860.  Thomas  Barlow’s  second  affidavit  says — 

(1)  That  in  order  to  discover  if  possible  an  entry  of  the  baptism  of  Joseph  son 
of  Joseph  Chadwick  late  of  De  Wharf  Bury  the  register  of  whose  baptism  he  had  been 
told  could  not  be  found  he  (deponent)  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff  James  Chadwick 
did  during  the  months  of  August  and  October  i860  very  carefully  search  the  various 
registers  of  baptism  solemnised  between  January  1732  and  December  1739  and  entered 
in  the  books  kept  for  that  purpose  at  the  following  churches  namely  the  parish  church  of 
Rochdale  the  parish  church  of  Bury  and  the  parish  church  of  Radcliffe. 

(2)  During  such  searches  he  found  no  entry  whatever  of  the  baptism  of  Joseph 
son  of  Joseph  Chadwick  of  De  Wharf. 

(3)  Deponent  believes  that  Joseph  son  of  Joseph  was  born  about  1734  at  a place 
called  De  Wharf  in  Bury  and  that  he  was  the  younger  brother  of  Thomas  Chadwick  the 
late  father  of  the  said  defendant. 

(4)  Deponent  found  in  the  register  book  kept  at  the  parish  church  of  Radcliffe  the 
following  entry  namely  “Thomas  son  of  Joseph  Chadwick  woollen  weaver  De  Wharf 
baptised  October  1st  1732  by  me  Thomas  Hurst  curate.” 

(5)  And  deponent  also  found  that  the  register  book  in  which  the  above  entry  was 
made  had  been  defaced  from  the  20th  November  1734  to  the  beginning  of  February  1735 
and  that  the  said  register  book  appeared  to  deponent  as  if  the  entries  between  these  dates 
had  been  erased  with  a knife  or  some  other  instrument  but  small  portions  of  the  entries 
were  still  visible. 

5.  — 22nd  February  i860.  John  Diggle  of  Heap  near  Bury  wool  carder  as  to  the  history  of 

Betty  Diggle  and  Thomas  Chadwick  of  Tack  Lee. 


6 .—AFFIDAVIT  OF  ALICE  RAMSBOTTOM  IN  EXTENSO. 

( Referred  to  in  the  Judgment  of  Vice-Chancellor  Stuart , Appendix  J,  p.  248.) 

In  Chancery. 

i859  C.  33. 

Filed  2 1 st  September  i860.  Between  JAMES  CHADWICK  Plaintiff 

AND 

JOHN  CHADWICK  Defendant. 

I Alice  Ramsbottom  of  Brooks  Yard  Paradise  Street  in  the  parish  of  Bury  in  the 
county  of  Lancaster  spinster  make  oath  and  say  as  follows  : — 
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1.  That  I am  now  76  years  of  age. 

2.  That  I know  and  am  well  acquainted  with  John  Chadwick  the  defendant  in  this  cause. 

3.  That  I knew  and  was  well  acquainted  with  the  mother  of  the  said  John  Chadwick. 

4.  That  I resided  for  many  years  with  the  late  mother  of  the  said  John  Chadwick  at  Bury 
Moorside  in  Bury  aforesaid  the  said  John  Chadwick  also  residing  in  the  same  house  with  us. 

5.  I knew  and  was  well  acquainted  with  David  Hopwood  who  was  also  a son  of  the  said 
mother  of  the  said  John  Chadwick  and  I saw  him  repeatedly  up  to  the  time  of  his  death 
in  1858. 

6.  That  I was  on  very  familiar  terms  with  the  mother  of  the  said  John  Chadwick  and  she 
often  talked  to  me  about  her  former  husband  William  Hopwood  and  also  about  Thomas 
Chadwick  and  her  sons  David  and  John  and  particularly  she  told  me  the  following  facts  more 
than  once  namely  “ That  her  maiden  name  was  Betty  Diggle  and  that  her  first  husband’s  name 
was  William  Hopwood  who  was  a weaver  at  Heywood  and  that  after  they  were  married  and 
her  son  David  had  been  born  that  her  husband  enlisted  as  a soldier.  That  not  hearing  anything 
of  the  said  William  Hopwood  she  married  Thomas  Chadwick  of  Tack  Lee  near  Heywood 
and  that  they  were  married  at  Middleton  Church.  That  her  son  the  said  John  Chadwick 
was  born  in  the  year  1784  and  when  he  was  about  three  months  old  her  former  husband  the 
said  William  Hopwood  returned  home  to  Heywood  and  sent  for  her  from  Thomas  Chadwick’s 
house  at  Tack  Lee  and  that  the  said  William  Hopwood  then  told  her  he  would  live  with  her 
again  if  she  would  cast  off  her  bastard  son  that  she  had  by  Thomas  Chadwick  but  that  she 
refused  to  do  this  and  that  she  never  saw  the  said  William  Hopwood  again  although  he  sent 
for  her  to  see  him  at  Heywood  while  on  his  death  bed.” 

7.  That  I was  born  in  the  year  1784  and  the  said  Betty  Chadwick  always  told  me  that 
her  son  John  Chadwick  was  born  in  the  same  year  that  I was. 

8.  I well  remember  that  the  said  Betty  Chadwick  was  receiving  parish  relief  from  the 
township  of  Thornham  during  the  time  I was  living  with  her  at  Bury  Moorside  aforesaid  and 
that  I have  repeatedly  gone  for  it  myself  and  received  it  from  the  overseers  of  Thornham  and 
that  it  was  always  received  in  the  name  of  widow  “ Hopwood  ” or  “ Betty  Hopwood.” 

9.  That  the  said  Betty  Chadwick  the  mother  of  the  said  John  Chadwick  the  defendant 
in  this  suit  died  in  the  year  1827  at  Bury  aforesaid  and  that  she  was  buried  at  the  parish  church 
Bury  aforesaid. 

10.  That  I remember  the  year  in  which  the  said  Betty  Hopwood  died  from  the  fact  of  the 
illegitimate  child  I had  by  John  Chadwick  the  defendant  in  this  suit  and  who  is  called  George 
Ramsbottom  being  seventeen  years  of  age  when  the  said  Betty  Chadwick  died  and  my  said 
son  is  now  fifty  years  of  age  and  that  my  said  son  attended  the  funeral  of  the  said  Betty 
Chadwick  his  grandmother. 

1 1.  That  according  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge  information  and  belief  the  person  named 
and  described  in  the  paper  writing  marked  “ A ” produced  to  me  at  the  time  of  my  swearing 
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this  my  affidavit  and  purporting  to  be  the  register  of  the  burial  of  Betty  relict  of  Thomas 

Chadwick  of  Bury  is  the  same  Betty  Chadwick  referred  to  in  this  my  affidavit  as  the  mother 

of  the  defendant  in  this  cause.  w , 

Alice  Ramsbottom  X her  mark. 


Sworn  at  Manchester  in  the  county  of  Lancaster  the 
17th  day  of  August  i860  this  affidavit  having  in 
my  presence  been  previously  read  over  to  the 
deponent  who  appeared  perfectly  to  understand 
the  same  and  made  her  mark  thereto  in  my 
presence. 

J.  R.  Horner 

A commissioner  to  administer  oaths 
in  Chancery  in  England. 
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Notice  of  Ittottou  t)i>  Jfames  <£ljai3toicft, 

1870, 

TO  SET  ASIDE  ORDER  OF  JULY  5TH,  1842,  TO  WHICH  IS  APPENDED 
COPY  OF  THE  MASTER’S  DECISION. 


In  Chancery. 

Master  of  the  Rolls. 

In  the  matter  of  William  Compton  and  in  the  matter  of  Samuel  Horsey 
and  in  the  matter  of  an  Act  of  Parliament  entitled  “An  Act  for  amending 
the  laws  respecting  conveyances  and  transfers  of  estates  and  funds  vested 
in  trustees  and  mortgagees  and  for  enabling  courts  of  equity  to  give  effect 
to  their  decrees  and  orders  in  certain  cases.”  And  in  the  matter  of  an 
Act  for  the  amendment  of  the  law  relating  to  escheat  and  forfeiture  of  real 
and  personal  property  holden  in  trust. 

Take  Notice  that  this  honorable  court  will  be  moved  before  his  lordship  the  Master  of  the 
Rolls  on  Monday  the  31st  day  of  January  instant  or  so  soon  thereafter  as  counsel  can  be  heard 
by  Mr.  G.  A.  Young  counsel  on  the  part  of  James  Chadwick  of  No.  3 Merlin’s  Place  in  the 
parish  of  Clerkenwell  in  the  county  of  Middlesex  gentleman  that  the  order  made  on  the  5th 
day  of  July  1842  by  the  right  honorable  Lord  Langdale  then  Master  of  the  Rolls  whereby  it 
was  ordered  that  the  legal  estate  in  certain  parcels  of  land  upon  which  houses  had  been  built 
known  as  No.  41  42  43  44  and  45  on  the  south  side  of  Broad  Street  in  the  parish  of  Saint 
James  in  the  county  of  Middlesex  and  the  corner  house  of  the  same  street  abutting  upon 
Cambridge  Street  and  being  No.  6 in  that  street  be  conveyed  to  John  Chadwick  of  Long 
Meadow  Bury  Moorside  in  the  county  of  Lancaster  since  deceased  be  ordered  to  pay  the  costs 
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of  this  motion.  And  take  notice  also  that  a list  of  affidavits  intended  to  be  used  by  the 
applicant  the  said  James  Chadwick  in  support  of  this  motion  is  set  forth  at  the  foot  of  this  notice. 
Dated  this  27th  day  of  January  1870. 

Yours  &c. 

H.  H.  Coleman, 

20  Jewry  Street  Aldgate  in  the  city  of  London 
Solicitor  for  the  said  James  Chadwick. 

To  Messrs.  Woodcock  & Rylands  solicitors 
or  agents  for  John  Chadwick  and 
Thomas  Chadwick. 


[. Here  follows  list  of  affidavits  set  out  as  “ Additional  Evidence  ” in  copy  documents .] 


MASTER'S  DECISION  ON  MOTION. 


Thursday  17TH  Feby.  1870. 

In  the  matter  of  William  Compton  and  in  the  matter  of  Samuel  Horsey 
and  in  the  matter  of  an  Act  of  Parliament  entitled  “An  Act  for  amending 
the  laws  respecting  conveyances  and  transfers  of  estates  and  funds  vested  in 
trustees  and  mortgagees  and  for  enabling  courts  of  equity  to  give  effect 
to  their  decrees  and  orders  in  certain  cases.”  And  in  the  matter  of  an 
Act  for  the  amendment  of  the  law  relating  to  escheat  and  forfeiture  of  real 
and  personal  property  holden  in  trust. 

Upon  motion  this  day  made  unto  the  right  honorable  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  by  counsel  for 
James  Chadwick  of  No.  3 Merlin’s  Place  in  the  parish  of  Clerkenwell  in  the  county  of 
Middlesex  gentleman  that  the  order  made  on  the  5th  day  of  July  1842  by  the  right  honorable 
Lord  Langdale  then  Master  of  the  Rolls  whereby  it  was  ordered  that  the  legal  estate  in  certain 
parcels  of  land  upon  which  houses  had  been  built  known  as  Nos.  41  42  43  44  and  45  on 
the  south  side  of  Broad  Street  in  the  parish  of  St.  James  Westminster  in  the  county  of 
Middlesex  and  the  corner  house  of  the  same  street  abutting  upon  Cambridge  Street  and  being 
No.  6 in  that  street  be  conveyed  to  John  Chadwick  of  Long  Meadow  Bury  Moorside  in  the 
county  of  Lancaster  since  deceased  might  be  discharged  and  that  John  Chadwick  and  Thomas 
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Chadwick  the  trustees  and  executors  of  the  said  John  Chadwick  deceased  might  pay  the  costs 
and  upon  hearing  counsel  for  the  said  John  Chadwick  and  Thomas  Chadwick  and  upon  reading 
the  said  order  the  following  affidavits  filed  the  22nd  day  of  June  1869  namely  of  Ann  Hopwood 
of  Thomas  Tetlow  and  the  exhibit  therein  referred  to  of  Thomas  Booth  of  John  Hickman 
Williams  of  John  Warburton  and  of  William  Wolstenholme  the  affidavit  of  Ann  Hopwood  filed 
the  25th  day  of  June  1869  and  the  exhibits  therein  referred  to  an  affidavit  of  James  Chadwick 
filed  the  26th  day  of  June  1869  and  the  exhibits  therein  referred  to  an  affidavit  of  William 
Stanley  filed  the  12th  day  of  February  1870  and  an  affidavit  of  Henry  Skipper  Ryland  filed  the 
1 2th  day  of  February  1870  his  lordship  does  not  think  fit  to  make  any  order  upon  the  said 
motion  but  doth  order  that  the  said  James  Chadwick  do  pay  unto  the  said  John  Chadwick  and 
Thomas  Chadwick  their  costs  of  the  said  motion  to  be  taxed  by  the  taxing  master. 
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gtfcstfacts  of  ^fftiratotts 

AS  ADDITIONAL  EVIDENCE  FILED  SINCE  THE  HEARING. 


26th  June  1869.  James  Chadwick  the  deponent  by  his  affidavit  of  this  date  deposes  as 
follows : — 

Section  1.  Sets  forth  property  conveyed  to  Samuel  Horsey  and  William  Compton  as 
trustees  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick. 

2345  and  6.  Set  forth  the  genealogy  of  the  deponent. 

7.  Verifies  the  pedigree  of  his  family  therewith  produced  and  marked  “A.” 

8.  Sir  Andrew  died  intestate  as  to  real  estate  and  that  the  equitable  reversion  in  fee  in  the 
said  premises  descended  to  Joseph  Chadwick  the  elder  deponent’s  great  grandfather. 

9 10  11.  Recite  the  petitions  filed  by  John  Chadwick  and  the  orders  thereupon  made. 

12.  Whilst  said  John  Chadwick  was  getting  up  his  evidence  deponent  believed  him  to  be 
the  legitimate  son  and  heir  of  Thomas  Chadwick  of  Tack  Lee  and  assisted  him  and  it  was 
not  until  about  1864  that  deponent  discovered  that  the  said  John  Chadwick  was  illegitimate 
upon  certain  statements  made  to  him  by  Joshua  Warburton  and  therein  set  forth. 

13.  Upon  these  statements  deponent  went  to  David  Hopwood  (the  son  of  William  and 
Betty  Hopwood)  to  ascertain  where  his  father  and  mother  had  been  married  when  he  was  told 
certain  facts  whereupon 

14.  David  Hopwood  took  deponent  to  Middleton  Church  and  in  the  register  of  marriages 
kept  there  deponent  saw  the  certificate  of  the  marriage  of  David  Hopwood’s  father  and  mother 
and  that  William  Hopwood  and  Betty  Diggle  are  the  same  persons  as  are  described  in  the 
paper  writing  shown  to  deponent  which  purported  to  be  an  extract  from  the  registry  of 
Middleton  Church. 

15.  David  Hopwood  told  deponent  that  he  and  all  acquainted  with  the  circumstances 
knew  that  the  said  John  Chadwick  was  illegitimate  as  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  of  John 
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Chadwick’s  father  to  Betty  Hopwood  (late  Diggle)  her  first  husband  (William  Hopwood)  was 
alive  and  with  his  regiment  out  of  England  and  since  such  marriage  and  the  birth  of  the  said 
John  Chadwick  the  said  William  Hopwood  returned  to  England  and  claimed  Betty  Hopwood 
as  his  wife. 

16.  Verifies  certificate  of  burial  of  David  Hopwood  produced  and  marked  “ H.” 

17.  Upon  these  fresh  circumstances  deponent  petitioned  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  Lord 
Langdale  but  being  informal  was  not  noticed. 

18.  Although  previously  aware  of  the  marriage  of  the  said  Betty  Hopwood  with  Thomas 
Chadwick  whilst  her  first  husband  was  living  deponent  was  led  to  believe  that  William 
Hopwood  having  left  his  wife  who  had  not  heard  from  him  for  seven  years  she  was  at  liberty  to 
marry  and  that  he  John  was  legitimate  and  deponent  and  other  members  of  his  family  assisted 
him  with  funds  to  prosecute  his  claim  but  upon  satisfying  himself  of  the  illegitimacy  of  the  said 
John  Chadwick  deponent  consulted  a solicitor  who  eventually  left  England  taking  all  deponent’s 
papers  with  him. 

19.  That  deponent  then  consulted  other  solicitors  and  eventually  Mr.  James  Dawson  of 
Manchester  who  took  the  case  in  hand  and  in  1849  Mr.  Stainton’s  solicitors  called  upon  Mr. 
Dawson  for  evidence  in  a suit  Stainton  v.  Chadwick  as  to  John  Chadwick’s  illegitimacy  and 
an  arrangement  was  made  for  mutual  assistance  and  deponent  sent  Stainton’s  solicitor  to  David 
Hopwood. 

20.  That  the  said  John  Chadwick  the  defendant  in  the  suit  some  time  after  compromised 
with  Stainton  and  an  order  was  made  to  take  all  papers  off  the  file  and  the  deponent  has  in 
consequence  been  unable  to  avail  himself  of  them. 

21.  That  deponent  presented  another  petition  to  the  then  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  support 
of  his  claim  accompanied  by  certificates  but  these  were  returned  with  a letter  stating  that  the 
matter  must  be  brought  before  him  by  counsel  in  court. 

22.  That  owing  to  deponent’s  poverty  he  could  not  go  on  until  1858  and  in  February 
1859  after  consulting  Mr.  Mayo  solicitor  deponent  filed  a bill  against  the  said  John  Chadwick 
but  Mr.  Mayo  would  not  proceed  and  deponent  for  a long  time  could  not  get  a solicitor  to 
move  until  at  last  Mr.  Heathfield  revived  the  suit  which  in  1868  was  heard  and  the  decree 
made  already  copied. 

23.  That  deponent  only  obtained  direct  evidence  of  fraud  by  John  Chadwick  since  the 
bill  was  dismissed. 

24.  That  pending  the  suit  viz.  8th  April  1861  the  defendant  John  Chadwick  died  and  on 
the  15th  July  1861  his  will  was  proved  at  Liverpool  by  Thomas  Chadwick  his  son  one  of  the 
trustees  and  executors  power  being  reserved  to  the  other  trustee  and  executor  John  Chadwick  a 
son  of  the  said  John  Chadwick  deceased  to  prove  and  by  order  dated  the  4th  day  of  November 
1861  it  was  ordered  that  the  suit  should  be  revived  against  the  said  Thomas  Chadwick  and  be 
carried  on  and  prosecuted  against  him. 
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25.  That  the  minutes  of  the  decree  made  by  his  honour  the  Vice-Chancellor  Stuart  have 
not  been  passed. 

26.  That  the  said  John  Chadwick  in  pursuance  of  the  power  reserved  to  him  proved  the 
said  will  of  the  said  John  Chadwick  on  the  21st  day  of  August  1868  after  the  cause  was  heard. 

27.  That  in  the  suit  instituted  by  Stainton  against  the  said  John  Chadwick  the  said  John 
Stainton  charged  the  said  John  Chadwick  with  having  got  in  the  legal  estates  referred  to  in  the 
petition  presented  by  the  said  John  Chadwick  by  false  and  fraudulent  evidence  which  evidence 
had  been  principally  furnished  by  deponent  and  required  the  defendant  to  answer  the  interroga- 
tories which  implied  the  setting  forth  the  whole  of  his  title  and  the  said  John  Chadwick  refused 
to  answer  the  inte  rrogatories  on  the  ground  that  he  was  not  bound  to  disclose  his  title  to  his 
opponent  and  on  exceptions  to  the  answer  for  insufficiency  it  was  held  by  Lord  Langdale  that 
the  plaintiff  had  a right  to  the  discovery  and  upon  the  said  John  Chadwick  appealing  the  then 
Lord  Chancellor  dismissed  the  appeal  with  costs. 


9th  Jan.  1869.  Ann  Hopwood  of  44  Stanley  Street  Bury  umbrella  maker  saith  as  follows  : — 

1.  She  is  64  years  of  age. 

2.  She  married  in  1821  Thomas  Hopwood  of  Stanley  Street  aforesaid  who  died  on  or 
about  the  17th  day  of  April  1865. 

3.  That  the  said  Thomas  Hopwood  was  the  son  of  David  Hopwood  who  was  the  half 
brother  of  John  Chadwick  the  original  defendant  in  this  suit. 

4.  That  the  said  David  Hopwood  was  the  son  of  William  Hopwood  of  Heywood  a weaver. 

5.  She  was  well  acquainted  with  the  said  David  Hopwood  who  was  her  father-in-law  and 
for  many  years  before  his  death  resided  with  her  and  her  husband. 

6.  That  she  was  also  well  acquainted  with  the  said  John  Chadwick  the  original  defendant 
in  this  suit. 

7.  That  the  said  John  Chadwick  well  knew  that  he  was  not  the  lawful  son  of  Thomas 
Chadwick  of  Tack  Lee  farmer  and  that  his  proper  name  was  Hopwood  and  not  Chadwick. 

8.  That  she  had  frequently  heard  the  said  David  Hopwood  tell  the  said  John  Chadwick 
that  his  (David’s)  father  William  Hopwood  had  married  Betty  Diggle  of  Birtle  in  the  year 
1770  at  Middleton  Church  and  that  after  the  said  David  was  born  about  the  year  1772  the  said 
William  Hopwood  enlisted  as  a soldier  in  a regiment  of  volunteers  raised  in  the  neighbourhood 
of  Bury  by  Lord  Grey. 

9.  That  the  said  David  Hopwood  frequently  told  the  said  John  Chadwick  in  deponent’s 
presence  that  after  the  said  William  Hopwood’s  enlistment  his  mother  and  he  went  to  live  with 
Thomas  Chadwick  a farmer  of  Tack  Lee  and  that  afterwards  she  went  through  the  ceremony 
of  marriage  with  him  and  that  the  said  John  Chadwick  was  the  offspring  of  that  marriage. 
The  said  David  Hopwood  also  told  the  said  John  Chadwick  in  deponent’s  presence  that  soon 
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after  his  mother  was  married  to  the  said  Thomas  Chadwick  his  father  the  said  William 
Hopwood  came  to  Heywood  and  had  an  interview  with  his  said  wife  on  Hooley  Bridge  near 
Heywood  aforesaid  in  the  presence  of  the  said  David  Hopwood  and  that  he  wanted  David  to 
enlist  in  the  army  but  he  refused.  That  about  twelve  months  afterwards  the  said  William 
Hopwood  obtained  his  discharge  from  the  army  and  came  and  resided  at  Heywood  aforesaid 
where  he  died  in  the  year  1799  and  was  buried  at  St.  Luke’s  chapel  there. 

10.  That  the  said  statements  were  made  to  the  said  John  Chadwick  very  frequently  from 
the  time  of  deponent’s  marriage  and  the  said  John  Chadwick  never  denied  them. 

r 1.  She  says  that  she  knew  and  was  well  acquainted  with  the  said  Betty  Hopwood  as  she 
was  always  called  by  her  son  the  said  David  Hopwood.  She  was  the  mother  both  of  David 
Hopwood  and  John  Chadwick  and  grandmother  to  deponent’s  late  husband  the  said  Thomas 
Hopwood.  At  the  time  deponent  knew  her  she  was  receiving  parish  relief  and  she  has 
frequently  told  deponent  and  John  Chadwick  in  her  presence  that  she  married  William  Hopwood 
a weaver  of  Heywood  at  Middleton  Church  so  far  back  as  1770  and  that  her  maiden  name 
was  Betty  Diggle  and  that  she  lived  at  Birtle  near  Bury  aforesaid  and  that  David  Hopwood 
as  well  as  John  Chadwick  were  her  sons  by  different  fathers  and  made  the  same  statements 
as  are  made  by  David  Hopwood  in  paragraph  9 and  that  she  Betty  Hopwood  and  her  two 
sons  David  and  John  continued  to  reside  with  the  said  Thomas  Chadwick  until  his  death 
in  1801. 

12.  She  further  says  that  the  said  John  Chadwick  was  aware  that  his  mother  the  said 
Betty  Hopwood  did  not  belong  to  the  said  Thomas  Chadwick’s  parish  which  was  Bury  aforesaid 
but  that  she  received  relief  from  the  parish  of  Thornham  (the  said  William  Hopwood’s  parish) 
because  her  marriage  with  the  said  John  Chadwick’s  father  was  not  legal  and  further  she  says 
that  the  said  John  Chadwick  frequently  fetched  the  relief  from  Thornham  for  his  mother. 

13.  She  further  says  that  the  said  Betty  Hopwood  died  in  the  year  1827  and  was  buried 
at  Bury  in  the  name  of  Betty  Chadwick. 

14.  And  that  the  said  David  Hopwood  had  the  discharge  of  his  father  from  the  army  and 
on  his  death  it  came  in  her  husband’s  possession  who  gave  it  to  her  the  deponent  but  she 
cannot  find  it  amongst  her  papers.  Thinks  it  was  dated  1794. 

15.  After  the  said  John  Chadwick  came  into  possession  of  the  property  under  the  decree 
he  made  David  Hopwood  a weekly  allowance  and  gave  him  money  besides  which  he  admitted 
to  deponent  was  given  him  to  keep  his  tongue  quiet  with  reference  to  John’s  birth  and 
illegitimacy. 

16.  That  from  deponent’s  knowledge  of  her  husband’s  family  and  the  information  she  has 
received  from  him  the  certificate  of  marriage  shown  to  her  and  numbered  1 is  the  marriage 
certificate  of  the  said  William  Hopwood  and  Betty  Diggle  at  Middleton  Church  the  23rd 
October  1770  and  that  the  said  William  Hopwood  and  Betty  Diggle  therein  mentioned  are  the 
father  and  mother  of  the  said  David  Hopwood  her  late  husband’s  father. 
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17.  That  the  certificate  numbered  2 is  the  certificate  of  the  burial  of  the  said  William 
Hopwood  the  father  of  the  said  David  Hopwood. 


15th  Jan.  1869.  Ann  Hopwood  of  44  Stanley  Street  Bury  widow  umbrella  maker  saith  as 
follows : — 

1.  She  is  the  widow  of  Thomas  Hopwood  of  Bury  the  son  of  David  Hopwood  whose 
father  was  William  Hopwood  of  Heywood  weaver  and  whose  mother  was  Betty  Hopwood  or 
Chadwick  late  of  Bury  widow. 

2.  Betty  Hopwood  or  Chadwick  after  the  death  of  Thomas  Chadwick  of  Tack  Lee  resided 
at  Bury  Moorside  and  worked  in  Mr.  Fishwick’s  woollen  factory  Paradise  Street  Bury. 

3.  Betty  Hopwood  or  Chadwick  was  bad  in  her  legs  and  could  not  walk  and  was  wheeled 
to  her  work  at  the  factory  by  her  grandson  William  Hopwood  a son  of  deponent’s  father-in-law 
by  his  first  wife. 

4.  Deponent  was  very  well  acquainted  with  the  said  Betty  Hopwood  or  Chadwick. 

5.  Deponent  remembers  the  murder  of  two  old  people  at  Birtle  near  Bury  aforesaid  in  1825. 

6.  The  murder  was  committed  by  a man  called  Diggle  who  was  a relative  of  the  said 
Betty  Hopwood  or  Chadwick. 


13th  Jan.  1869.  John  Warburton  of  Shelfield  Bagslate  near  Rochdale  master  plasterer  and 
painter  verifies  the  statements  as  to  William  Hopwood’s  return  after  John  of  Westleigh  was 
born. 


13th  Jan.  1869.  Thomas  Tetlow  of  Thornfields  Thornham  near  Chadderton  near  Manchester 
farmer  late  assistant  overseer  for  the  parish  of  Thornham  proves  that  Betty  or  Widow 
Hopwood  received  parish  relief  from  1801  to  1827. 


Thomas  Booth  of  No.  11  Topping  Street  Bury  labourer  confirms  previous  evidence  of  alleged 
illegitimacy. 


Thomas  Crompton  of  No.  1 Longfield  Bury  agent  saith  : — 

1.  He  was  well  acquainted  with  the  parish  of  Bury  and  held  the  office  of  assistant  overseer 
there  from  1842  to  1858  and  since  then  for  some  time  was  the  collector  of  rates. 


Alfred  Wolstenholme  of  12  Quay  Street  Free  Town  Bury  weaver  deposes: — 

1 2 and  3.  As  to  money  being  subscribed  to  help  John  of  Westleigh  on  condition  that  if 
successful  the  money  should  be  returned. 
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4.  At  that  time  deponent’s  family  believed  that  his  name  was  Chadwick  and  that  he  was 
legally  entitled  to  the  property  as  heir-at-law  to  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  and  that  it  was  upon  that 
belief  deponent  is  told  that  the  money  was  subscribed. 

5.  In  1841  it  was  commonly  reported  in  Bury  and  amongst  deponent’s  family  that  the  said 
John  Chadwick  had  been  stopped  in  his  proceedings  by  James  Chadwick  the  plaintiff  in  the 
suit  on  the  ground  that  he  was  not  a Chadwick  at  all  but  that  his  proper  name  was  Hopwood. 

6.  Deponent  has  heard  that  several  persons  who  had  subscribed  money  on  learning  that 
John  Chadwick’s  name  was  Hopwood  demanded  a return  and  amongst  others  one  Nuttall 
since  deceased  who  had  advanced  ^15  demanded  and  received  it  back  and  bought  a horse 
with  it. 

7.  Deponent  was  not  aware  that  any  of  his  immediate  relatives  had  advanced  money  until 
John  Chadwick  sent  for  him  to  meet  at  the  Cotton  Tree  public  house  in  Barn  Brook  Bury. 

8.  On  2nd  of  January  1856  deponent  went  there  and  met  John  Chadwick  and  there 
were  present  deponent’s  brother  Thomas  and  his  sisters  Martha  and  Alice.  The  said  John 
Chadwick  told  us  he  had  some  money  for  us  and  gave  deponent  £1  which  he  said  was  his 
share  of  a sum  of  fg.  10s.  which  his  grandmother  had  advanced  to  enable  him  to  go  on  with 
his  said  claim. 

9.  Deponent’s  brother  Thomas  refused  to  accept  his  sovereign  and  had  high  words  with 
John  Chadwick  who  became  very  excited  and  cried  and  said  he  had  come  to  them  to  quiet  his 
mind  for  the  wrong  he  had  done  them  that  he  was  sorry  and  wished  he  could  undo  what  he 
had  done.  Deponent  persuaded  Thomas  to  take  the  money  and  John  Chadwick  promised 
more  to  them  in  six  weeks  but  he  never  paid  any. 

10.  The  said  Thomas  is  dead,  Alice  is  the  widow  of  Richard  Gay  who  lives  at  No.  48 
Queen  Street  Rochdale  Road  Bury.  Deponent’s  sister  Martha  is  dead, 
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SIR  ANDREW  CHADWICK  TO  THE  BILL  OF  COMPLAINT  OF  ROBERT 
HAWORTH,  IN  HAWORTH  v.  CHADWICK. 

(DUCHY  COURT  OF  LANCASTER,  1719.) 


AS  TO  DEFENDANTS  GREAT  GRANDFATHER  ELLIS  OWNING 
CARTER  PLACE. 

This  defendant  doubts  not  but  upon  looking  into  the  rolls  of  the  manor  if  any  there  now  be  to 
be  seen  of  that  time  it  would  plainly  appear  the  said  Robert  Haworth  the  said  complainant’s 
pretended  ancestor  for  a good  and  valuable  consideration  so  long  ago  as  in  the  reign  of  Queen 
Elizabeth  parted  with  and  absolutely  conveyed  and  surrendered  such  his  pretended  reversionary 
interest  to  some  ancestor  or  ancestors  of  this  defendant  but  such  transaction  having  been  above 
100  years  ago  this  defendant  doth  not  know  nor  can  set  forth  the  same  And  this  defendant 
further  saith  that  he  hath  been  informed  and  believes  and  doubts  not  to  prove  that  on  or  about 
the  10th  day  of  December  in  the  forty-fifth  year  of  the  reign  of  Queen  Elizabeth  at  a halmot 
or  copyhold  court  held  for  the  manor  of  Accrington  in  the  bill  mentioned  the  two  messuages 
and  other  buildings  and  fifteen  acres  of  land  in  the  bill  mentioned  were  by  one  William 
Meadowcroft  surrendered  to  the  use  of  Oliver  Chadwick  of  Bury  and  James  Chadwick  of 
Wolstenholme  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever  as  ffeoffees  in  trust  to  perform  the  last  will  and 
testament  of  Ellis  Chadwick  this  defendant’s  great  grandfather  who  had  or  claimed  some 
interest  therein  And  that  afterwards  on  or  about  24th  April  1657  at  a halmot  court  or  copyhold 
court  then  holden  for  the  said  manor  and  by  an  inquisition  then  taken  it  was  found  that  the 
said  Oliver  Chadwick  and  James  Chadwick  stood  fined  and  seised  as  ffeoffees  to  them  and 
their  heirs  of  the  said  two  messuages  and  premises  in  trust  to  the  use  of  the  last  will  and 
testament  of  the  said  Ellis  Chadwick  and  that  the  said  Oliver  Chadwick  was  the  surviving 
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trustee  and  died  seised  and  that  one  James  Chadwick  was  the  grandson  and  heir  of  the  said 
Oliver  Chadwick  who  came  to  the  said  court  and  was  admitted  to  the  said  messuages  and 
premises  and  being  so  admitted  afterwards  at  the  same  court  the  said  James  Chadwick  came 
with  Margaret  his  wife  and  the  said  Margaret  being  separately  examined  the  said  James 
Chadwick  and  Margaret  his  wife  in  open  court  surrendered  and  gave  up  into  the  hands  of  the 
lord  of  the  said  manor  the  said  two  messuages  and  premises  and  fifteen  acres  of  land  situate  in 
Carter  Place  in  Haslingden  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  this  defendant’s  grandfather  Robert 
Chadwick  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever  and  thereupon  the  said  Robert  Chadwick  this 
defendant’s  said  grandfather  was  admitted  to  and  became  seised  in  fee  according  to  the  custom 
of  the  said  manor  of  the  said  two  messuages  and  premises  and  fifteen  acres  of  land  And  this 
deponent  apprehends  and  believes  the  said  Robert  Chadwick  this  defendant’s  said  grandfather 
was  either  devisee  of  the  said  Ellis  Chadwick  or  had  a good  right  and  title  as  heir-at-law  of  the 
said  Ellis  Chadwick  unto  the  two  messuages  and  premises  and  fifteen  acres  of  land  and 
therefore  the  said  James  Chadwick  the  heir  of  the  surviving  trustee  absolutely  surrendered  the 
same  unto  the  said  Robert  Chadwick  and  his  heirs  and  assigns. 


[From  Clitheroe  Court  Rolls,  1684.] 


ADMITTANCE  OF  ELLIS  CHADWICK, 

The  Halmot  of  the  most  noble  Christopher  Duke  of  Albermarle  in  his  manor  of 
Accrington  in  the  county  of  Lancaster  holden  thereon  the  8th  day  of  October  in  the  36th  year 
of  the  reign  of  King  Charles  the  2nd  of  England  &c.  and  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1684  before 
Thomas  Stringer  knight  serjeant  at  law  of  our  lord  the  King  chief  steward  there  and  from 
thence  adjourned  to  Haslingden  within  the  said  manor  to  the  25th  day  of  October  instant 
before  the  said  steward.  To  this  halmot  came  Robert  Chadwick  of  Carter  Place  and  Mary  his 
wife  (the  said  Mary  being  alone  and  apart  examined  before  Anthony  Parker  esquire  deputy 
steward  there  and  of  her  own  free  will  confessed  &c.)  for  divers  good  causes  and  valuable 
considerations  them  thereunto  moving  and  surrendered  into  the  hands  of  the  lord  of  the 
said  manor  to  wit  on  the  17th  of  September  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1684  by  Richard  Duerden 
gentleman  customary  tenant  there  and  sworn  &c.  One  messuage  other  buildings  fifteen  acres 
of  land  either  more  or  less  to  the  same  belonging  situate  lying  and  being  at  Carter  Place  in 
Haslingden  within  the  said  manor  and  two  acres  of  common  in  Haslingden  called  the  High 
Moor  together  with  all  moors  messuages  and  wastes  turbury  common  of  pasture  ways  waters 
watercourses  easements  liberties  and  appurtenances  to  the  said  premises  belonging  or  in  any- 
wise appertaining  of  the  yearly  rent  to  the  lord  of  the  said  manor  of  six  shillings  to  the  use 
and  behoof  of  Ellis  Chadwick  of  the  city  of  Dublin  in  the  kingdom  of  Ireland  son  and  heir 
apparent  of  the  said  Robert  Chadwick  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever  yet  to  such  uses  ends 
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and  intents  as  are  mentioned  and  expressed  in  certain  articles  of  agreement  bearing  date  with 
these  presents  and  to  no  other  use  or  intent  whatsoever.  And  hereupon  comes  the  said  Ellis 
Chadwick  by  the  said  Richard  Duerden  his  attorney  and  desires  to  be  admitted  to  his  fine  &c. 
Proclamation  thereof  being  made  &c.  and  hereupon  comes  the  said  Robert  Chadwick  and 
Mary  his  wife  and  prohibit  the  fine  for  a half  of  all  the  said  premises  for  and  during  the  term 
of  the  several  natural  lives  of  the  said  Robert  Chadwick  and  Mary  his  wife  and  the  life  of  the 
longer  liver  of  them  and  to  them  it  is  granted  by  the  said  Ellis  Chadwick.  Then  the  said 
premises  with  the  appurtenances  to  the  said  Ellis  Chadwick  are  granted  by  the  said  steward 
to  have  and  to  hold  to  him  and  his  heirs  for  ever  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  manor 
and  according  to  the  said  articles  and  not  otherwise  rendering  therefor  yearly  to  the  lord 
of  the  said  manor  and  his  heirs  the  rents  and  services  theretofore  formerly  due  and  of  right 
accustomed  And  now  he  gives  to  the  said  lord  of  the  said  manor  for  fine  &c.  six  shillings  by 
the  pledge  of  the  said  Richard  Duerden. 


[Clitheroe  Court  Rolls,  1726.] 


ADMITTANCE  OF  SIR  ANDRE  W CHADWICK,  1726. 

The  Halmot  Court  of  the  most  noble  Lady  Elizabeth  Duchess  Dowager  of  Montagu  of  her 
manor  of  Accrington  in  the  county  of  Lancaster  h olden  at  Accrington  on  the  nth  day  of 
October  in  the  eighteenth  year  of  the  reign  of  George  King  of  Great  Britain  &c.  and  in  the  year  of 
our  Lord  1726  before  Henry  Robinson  deputy  steward  of  Thomas  Dunmer  knight  chief 
steward  there  and  from  thence  adjourned  to  Haslingden  the  22nd  day  of  November  then  next 
following  before  the  said  deputy  steward.  The  jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oaths  aforesaid  say 
and  present  that  Ellis  Chadwick  late  of  the  city  of  Dublin  and  kingdom  of  Ireland  gentleman 
deceased  died  seised  of  all  those  two  houses  three  barns  and  one  smithy  containing  twelve  bays 
of  building  with  other  edifices  thereunto  belonging  and  all  those  closes  or  parcels  of  land 
commonly  known  by  the  name  or  names  of  the  Chadwick  Croft  the  Holm  Meadow  the  Acre 
the  Wood  the  Shutts  the  two  Cross  Fields  the  Kiln  Meadow  the  Ryall  Meadow  the  Adam  Hill 
the  Lowmost  Meadow  and  the  Terg  and  also  of  and  in  two  acres  of  common  lying  upon  the  High 
Moor  and  two  other  acres  of  common  lying  near  Fryer  Hill  all  which  said  premises  are  situate 
lying  and  being  at  or  near  Carter  Place  in  Haslingden  of  the  yearly  rent  to  the  lord  of  the 
said  manor  in  the  whole  of  seven  shillings  lately  in  the  several  tenancies  or  occupations  of 
Benjamin  Chadwick  and  Henry  Dugdale  or  their  assigns  with  all  ways  watercourses  waters 
liberties  easements  and  appurtenances  to  the  same  belonging  or  in  anywise  appertaining  And 
that  Andrew  Chadwick  knight  near  the  Golden  Square  London  is  the  eldest  son  and  next  heir 
of  the  said  Ellis  Chadwick  deceased  and  of  full  age  and  ought  to  be  admitted  to  his  fine  &c. 
And  hereupon  comes  the  said  Andrew  Chadwick  by  Benjamin  Chadwick  his  attorney  and 
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desires  to  be  admitted  to  his  fine  &c.  Proclamation  thereof  being  made  &c.  and  no  one 
forbidding  the  same  then  the  said  premises  with  the  appurtenances  are  granted  to  the  said 
Andrew  Chadwick  by  the  said  steward  to  have  and  to  hold  to  him  his  heirs  and  assigns  for 
ever  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  manor  rendering  therefor  yearly  to  the  lady  of  the 
said  manor  and  her  heirs  the  rents  and  services  theretofore  due  and  of  right  accustomed 
And  now  he  gives  to  the  said  lady  for  fine  &c.  seven  shillings  by  the  pledge  of  the  said 
Benjamin  Chadwick. 


APPENDIX  O. 


Carter  $lace  property. 


ACCRINGTON  OLD  HOLD. 

In  the  Secretary’s  separate  Report  will  be  found  an  analysis  of  the  muniments 
of  title  relating  to  Carter  Place  down  to  the  title  of  Miss  Martha  Turner,  together 
with  explanatory  remarks  and  comments  thereon.  The  same  documents  are  here 
copied  at  length  from  the  inquisition  down  to  the  surrender  to  the  present  holder 
in  their  several  order,  as  follows  : — 


INQUISITION  AND  ADMITTANCE  OF  SARAH  LAW  TO 
CARTER  PLACE,  1768. 

MANOR  OF  ACCRINGTON. 

THE  HALMOT  COURT  of  the  most  noble  George  Duke  of  Montagu 
and  Mary  Duchess  of  Montagu  his  wife  and  the  right  honourable 
Edward  Lord  Beaulieu  and  Isabella  Lady  Beaulieu  his  wife  of  their 
manor  of  Accrington  in  the  county  of  Lancaster  holden  at  Bacup  within  the 
said  manor  (upon  a special  occasion)  the  thirty-first  day  of  May  in  the  eighth 
year  of  the  reign  of  our  sovereign  lord  King  George  the  Third  over  Great 
Britain  &c.  and  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  seven  hundred  and 
sixty-eight  before  Lawrence  Robinson  gentleman  chief  steward  there. 

INQUISITION  was  taken  there  the  day  and  year  above  said  to  inquire  and  present  for  the 
lords  and  ladies  of  the  said  manor  upon  the  oaths  of  Henry  Ramsbottom  gentleman  James 
Lund  John  Hoyle  Robert  Halstead  gentleman  John  Taylor  James  Taylor  John  Ashworth 
George  Haworth  Robert  Warburton  Hugh  Duckworth  Daniel  Barrowclough  Robert  Hacking 
and  Lawrence  Hindle  homagers  of  the  said  court  who  upon  their  oaths  aforesaid  say  and 
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present  as  followeth  to  wit.  The  jurors  aforesaid  upon  their  oaths  aforesaid  find  and  present 
that  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  heretofore  of  Golden  Square  London  but  late  of  the  parish  of  Saint 
James  Westminster  knight  deceased  died  fined  and  seised  according  to  the  custom  of  the 
said  manor  of  and  in  all  those  two  houses  three  barns  and  one  kiln  containing  twelve  bays  of 
building  with  other  the  buildings  to  the  same  belonging  And  also  all  those  closes  or  parcels  of 
land  commonly  called  and  known  by  the  name  or  names  of  the  Chadwick  Croft  the  Holme 
Meadow  the  Acre  the  Wood  the  Shutts  the  two  Cross  Fields  the  Kiln  Meadow  the  Ryall  Meadow 
the  Adam  Hill  the  Lowmost  Meadow  and  the  Backside  and  also  of  and  in  all  those  two  acres 
of  common  situate  lying  and  being  upon  the  High  Moor  and  also  other  two  acres  of  common 
lying  near  to  Fryer  Hill  all  which  premises  aforesaid  are  situate  lying  and  being  at  or  near 
Carter  Place  within  Haslingden  and  the  manor  aforesaid  and  of  the  yearly  rent  to  the  lords  and 
ladies  of  the  said  manor  in  the  whole  of  seven  shillings  late  in  the  several  tenures  or  occupations 
of  Benjamin  Chadwick  and  Henry  Dugdale  their  or  one  of  their  assigns  or  undertenants  and 
now  in  the  tenure  or  occupation  of  Mary  Duckworth  widow  or  her  assigns  as  tenants  or 
farmers  thereof  together  with  all  the  ways  waters  watercourses  liberties  easements  and 
appurtenances  whatsoever  to  the  same  belonging  or  in  any  wise  appertaining  And  that  Sarah  Law 
of  Bacup  within  the  forest  of  Rossendale  and  county  of  Lancaster  widow  and  relict  of  James 
Law  late  of  Edge  Side  in  the  said  forest  clothier  deceased  (only  daughter  and  heir-at-law  of 
Robert  Chadwick  late  of  Dearden  Gate  within  Haslingden  aforesaid  stocking  weaver  deceased 
which  said  Robert  Chadwick  was  second  brother  of  Ellis  Chadwick  late  of  the  city  of  Dublin 
in  the  kingdom  of  Ireland  gentleman  also  deceased  father  of  the  said  late  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick) 
is  first  cousin  and  next  heir-at-law  of  the  said  late  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  deceased  as  aforesaid 
and  of  full  age  therefore  ought  to  be  admitted  to  her  fine  of  and  in  all  and  every  the 
premises  aforesaid  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  manor.  And  hereupon  comes  the  said 
Sarah  Law  and  desires  to  be  admitted  to  her  fine  yet  upon  three  proclamations  thereof  being 
made  came  Mary  Duckworth  of  Carter  Place  aforesaid  widow  by  Edward  Brewer  her  attorney 
and  forbadd  the  fine  of  and  in  all  the  above  mentioned  premises  with  the  appurtenances  as  her 
right  of  inheritance  and  thereupon  she  finds  John  Hargreaves  of  Haslingden  her  pledge  to 
prosecute  the  said  forbidd  and  the  said  Sarah  Law  finds  John  Taylor  of  Bacup  to  defend  the 
same  forbidd.  Then  the  said  premises  with  the  appurtenances  are  granted  by  the  said  steward 
to  the  said  Sarah  Law  to  have  and  to  hold  to  her  her  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever  subject  to  the 
forbidd  aforesaid  and  not  otherwise  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  manor  yielding  therefor 
yearly  to  the  lords  and  ladies  of  the  said  manor  and  to  their  heirs  the  rents  and  services 
therefor  formerly  due  and  of  right  accustomed  and  now  she  gives  to  the  said  lords  and  ladies 
for  fine  &c.  seven  shillings  by  the  pledge  of  the  said  John  Taylor. 
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SURRENDER  OF  CARTER  PLACE  BY  SARAH  LAW  AND  ADMITTANCE 

OF  JOHN  TAYLOR,  1768. 

MANOR  OF  ACCRINGTON. 

THE  HALMOT  COURT  of  the  most  noble  George  Duke  of  Montagu 
and  Mary  Duchess  of  Montagu  his  wife  and  the  right  honourable 
Edward  Lord  Beaulieu  and  Isabella  Lady  Beaulieu  his  wife  of  their 
manor  of  Accrington  in  the  county  of  Lancaster  holden  at  Bacup  within  the 
manor  (upon  a special  occasion)  the  thirty-first  day  of  May  in  the  eighth  year 
of  the  reign  of  our  sovereign  lord  King  George  the  Third  over  Great  Britain 
&c.  and  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  seven  hundred  and  sixty-eight 
before  Lawrence  Robinson  gentleman  chief  steward  there. 

BE  IT  REMEMBERED  that  the  thirty-first  day  of  May  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand 
seven  hundred  and  sixty-eight  cometh  Sarah  Law  of  Bacup  in  the  forest  of  Rossendale  and 
county  of  Lancaster  widow  and  relict  of  James  Law  late  of  Edge  Side  in  the  said  forest  clothier 
deceased  and  also  first  cousin  and  next  heir-at-law  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  late  of  the  parish 
<3f  "Saint  James  in  the  city  and  liberty  of  Westminster  and  county  of  Middlesex  knight 
deceased  immediately  after  her  admittance  to  all  and  every  the  premises  hereinafter  mentioned 
and  before  her  departure  from  the  barr  of  the  court  for  and  in  consideration  of  the  love  and 
affection  which  she  hath  and  doth  bear  for  and  towards  John  Taylor  of  Bacup  aforesaid 
blacksmith  (the  said  Sarah  Law’s  son  in  law)  for  the  better  promotion  advancement  and 
preferment  of  her  said  son  in  law  and  his  family  in  the  world  and  also  for  the  further 
consideration  of  the  sum  of  ten  shillings  of  good  and  lawful  money  of  Great  Britain  to  her 
in  hand  well  and  truly  paid  by  the  said  John  Taylor  at  or  before  the  execution  of  these 
presents  the  receipt  whereof  she  the  said  Sarah  Law  doth  hereby  acknowledge  and  for  divers 
other  good  causes  and  valuable  considerations  her  hereunto  moving  hath  surrendered  and 
given  up  into  the  hands  of  the  lords  and  ladies  of  the  said  manor  by  Lawrence  Robinson 
gentleman  chief  steward  there  all  those  two  houses  three  barns  and  one  kiln  containing  twelve 
bays  of  building  with  other  the  buildings  to  the  same  belonging  and  also  all  those  closes  or 
parcels  of  land  commonly  called  and  known  by  the  name  or  names  of  the  Chadwick  Croft  the 
Holm  Meadow  the  Acre  the  Wood  the  Shutts  the  two  Cross  Fields  the  Kiln  Meadow  the  Ryall 
Meadow  the  Adam  Hill  the  Lowmost  Meadow  and  the  Backside.  And  also  of  and  in  all  those 
two  acres  of  common  situate  lying  and  being  upon  the  High  Moor  and  also  other  two  acres 
of  common  lying  near  to  Fryer  Hill  all  which  premises  aforesaid  are  situate  lying  and  being  at  or 
near  Carter  Place  within  Haslingden  and  the  manor  aforesaid  and  of  the  yearly  rent  to  the  lords 
and  ladies  of  the  said  manor  in  the  whole  of  seven  shillings  late  in  the  several  tenures  or 
occupations  of  Benjamin  Chadwick  and  Henry  Dugdale  their  or  one  of  their  assigns  or  under- 
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tenants  and  now  in  the  tenure  or  occupation  of  Mary  Duckworth  widow  or  her  assigns  as 
tenants  or  farmers  thereof  together  with  all  the  ways  waters  watercourses  liberties  easements 
and  appurtenances  whatsoever  to  the  said  several  premises  belonging  or  in  anywise  appertaining. 
And  all  the  estate  right  title  interest  property  claim  and  demand  whatsoever  of  her  the  said 
Sarah  Law  of  into  or  out  of  all  or  any  part  or  parcel  of  the  above  mentioned  premises  with 
the  appurtenances  either  at  law  or  in  equity  or  otherwise  howsoever  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  the 
said  John  Taylor  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  manor. 
And  hereupon  comes  the  said  John  Taylor  and  desires  to  be  admitted  to  his  fine.  Procla- 
mation thereof  being  made  and  no  person  forbidding  the  same  then  the  said  premises  with 
the  appurtenances  are  granted  by  the  said  steward  to  the  said  John  Taylor  to  have  and  to 
hold  to  him  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  manor  yielding 
therefor  yearly  to  the  lords  and  ladies  of  tfie  said  manor  and  to  their  heirs  the  rents  and 
services  therefor  formerly  due  and  of  right  accustomed  and  now  he  gives  to  the  said  lords  and 
ladies  for  fine  &c.  seven  shillings  by  the  pledge  of  James  Lund. 


SURRENDER  OF  CARTER  PLACE  BY  JOHN  TAYLOR  TO 

TRUSTEES,  1792. 

MANOR  OF  ACCRINGTON  OLD  HOLD. 

THE  HALMOT  COURT  of  the  most  noble  Henry  Duke  of  Buccleuch  and 
the  right  honorable  Edward  Earl  of  Beaulieu  of  their  manor  of  Accrington 
in  the  county  of  Lancaster  holden  at  Haslingden  the  first  day  of  May  in  the 
thirty-second  year  of  the  reign  of  our  sovereign  lord  King  George  the  Third 
over  Great  Britain  &c.  and  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand  seven  hundred 
and  ninety-two  before  Martin  Richardson  gentleman  chief  steward  there. 

BE  IT  REMEMBERED  that  on  the  thirtieth  day  of  July  in  the  thirty-first  year  of  the  reign 
of  his  majesty  King  George  the  Third  and  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  Christ  one  thousand  seven 
hundred  and  ninety-one  John  Taylor  of  Carter  Place  within  Haslingden  in  the  county  of 
Lancaster  esquire  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  five  shillings  of  lawful  money  of  Great  Britain 
to  him  in  hand  paid  by  James  Hodgson  of  Chancery  Lane  London  gentleman  hath  surrendered 
and  given  up  and  by  these  presents  doth  surrender  and  give  up  into  the  hands  of  the  lords  of 
the  said  manor  by  John  Ashworth  of  Rising  Bridge  within  Haslingden  aforesaid  yeoman  a 
customary  tenant  of  the  said  manor  and  sworn  &c.  All  that  new  erected  messuage  or  mansion 
house  and  tenement  (of  him  the  said  John  Taylor)  called  Carter  Place  with  the  outbuildings 
and  gardens  thereunto  belonging  in  the  occupation  of  him  the  said  John  Taylor  with  their  appur- 
tenances And  also  all  those  several  other  messuages  or  dwelling-houses  cottages  and  tenements 
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(of  him  the  said  John  Taylor)  with  the  barns  stables  and  buildings  thereunto  belonging  with  their 
appurtenances  And  also  all  those  several  closes  closures  or  parcels  of  land  to  the  said 
messuages  and  premises  belonging  with  their  appurtenances  commonly  called  and  known  by 
the  several  name  and  names  of  the  Chadwick  Croft  the  Holme  Meadow  the  Acre  the  Wood 
the  Shutts  the  two  Crossfields  the  Kiln  Meadow  the  Ryall  Meadow  the  Adam  Hill  the  Lowmost 
Meadow  and  the  Backside  or  by  what  other  name  or  names  soever  the  same  or  any  of  them 
now  is  or  are  or  late  or  heretofore  hath  or  have  been  called  or  known  And  also  all  those  two 
acres  of  common  situate  lying  and  being  upon  the  High  Moor  And  also  other  two  acres  of 
common  situate  lying  and  being  near  Fryer  Hill  all  which  said  premises  are  situate  lying  and 
being  at  or  near  Carter  Place  aforesaid  within  the  manor  of  Accrington  in  the  said  county  and 
are  of  the  yearly  rent  to  the  lords  of  the  said  manor  of  seven  shillings  and  are  now  or  late 
were  in  the  tenures  or  occupations  of  him  the'  said  John  Taylor  and  of  John  Coup  James 
Warburton  Andrew  Tomlinson  Mrs.  Dugdale  Robert  Heys  Henry  Hoyle  James  Anderton 
Thomas  Heys  John  Lonsdale  and  William  Morris  as  tenants  thereof  (to  him  the  said  John 
Taylor)  their  assigns  or  undertenants  (formerly  the  estate  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  knight 
deceased  afterwards  of  Mrs.  Sarah  Law  deceased  mother-in-law  of  the  said  John  Taylor  and 
now  the  estate  of  him  the  said  John  Taylor)  And  also  all  that  one  other  messuage  or 
dwelling-house  and  tenement  with  all  the  rooms  thereto  belonging  called  the  Great  House 
one  stable  the  little  coal  house  the  nearer  backside  and  one-half  of  the  fold  (some  time  since 
laid  to  the  meadow)  with  all  those  closes  or  parcels  of  land  thereunto  belonging  commonly 
called  or  known  by  the  several  name  and  names  of  the  Middle  Field  the  Brigg  Field  the  Top 
Bank  the  Steep  Bank  the  Brook  Meadow  the  Little  Meadow  with  the  addition  thereto  (subject 
to  the  road  over  the  said  Little  Meadow)  the  north  side  of  the  Further  Meadow  as  it  is  fenced 
out  with  a way  down  the  Great  Meadow  as  usual  the  south  side  of  the  Rough  with  liberty  to 
go  up  the  Great  Bank  with  either  cart  or  seed  for  the  occupation  of  the  said  field  called  Top 
Bank  (except  when  the  said  field  is  in  corn  leaving  the  yates  or  gates  in  as  good  plight  as  the 
same  were  found)  or  by  what  other  name  or  names  soever  the  same  or  any  of  them  now  is  or 
are  or  late  or  heretofore  hath  or  have  been  called  or  known  situate  lying  and  being  at  Rising 
Bridge  in  Haslingden  aforesaid  within  Accrington  aforesaid  in  the  holdings  or  possessions  of 
John  Cunliffe  John  Ashworth  Richard  Lord  and  Mrs.  Dugdale  as  tenants  thereof  (to  him  the 
said  John  Taylor)  their  assigns  or  undertenants  of  the  yearly  rent  to  the  lords  of  the  said 
manor  of  three  pence  three  farthings  (some  time  since  purchased  by  the  said  John  Taylor  from 
Thomas  Worsley  of  Rising  Bridge  aforesaid  yeoman)  And  also  all  that  capital  messuage  or 
mansion-house  and  all  those  messuages  or  dwelling-houses  and  cottages  with  the  gardens 
before  the  same  cottages  lately  taken  from  a close  there  called  the  Clover  Butts  and  the  Great 
Barn  and  Carthouse  And  also  all  those  several  closes  closures  or  parcels  of  land  to  the 
before-mentioned  messuages  and  premises  belonging  and  now  occupied  therewith  commonly 
called  or  known  by  the  several  name  and  names  of  the  Tapston  Clough  the  Middlemost  Field 
the  Yate  Field  the  Little  Field  the  Long  Field  end  the  Turn  Croft  and  the  Setts  or  by  what 
other  name  or  names  soever  the  same  or  any  of  them  now  is  or  are  or  late  or  heretofore  hath 


Surrender  by  John  Taylor , 1792. 


2 73 


or  have  been  called  or  known  with  their  appurtenances  containing  twelve  acres  three  roods  and 
four  perches  of  land  of  the  measure  there  used  or  thereabouts  be  the  same  more  or  less  And 
also  all  that  piece  or  parcel  of  waste  land  in  the  lane  at  the  corner  of  a close  there  called  the 
Lower  Meadow  together  with  five  acres  of  common  lying  on  the  High  Moor  to  the  same 
premises  belonging  All  which  said  tenements  and  premises  are  situate  lying  and  being  at 
Hudhey  or  Dearden  Place  in  Haslingden  aforesaid  within  the  said  manor  of  Accrington  and  are 
now  in  the  holdings  or  occupations  of  James  Barnes  and  John  Anderton  and  of  Ann  Barnes 
Richard  Barnes  Henry  Barnes  and  Thomas  Barnes  as  undertenants  thereof  to  the  said  James 
Barnes  or  his  or  their  undertenants  of  the  yearly  rent  to  the  lords  of  the  said  manor  of  six  shillings 
and  ten  pence  and  which  said  premises  last  mentioned  and  described  were  lately  purchased 
by  the  said  John  Taylor  from  the  trustees  and  executors  of  the  last  will  of  Mr.  Ralph  Dearden 
late  of  Over  Hulton  in  the  said  county  deceased  And  all  houses  outhouses  edifices  buildings 
barns  stables  yards  orchards  gardens  lands  meadows  pastures  feedings  ways  waters  watercourses 
gates  stiles  liberties  easements  privileges  profits  commodities  advantages  hereditaments  and 
appurtenances  whatsoever  to  the  said  messuages  cottages  tenements  lands  hereditaments  and 
premises  belonging  or  in  anywise  appertaining  or  therewith  usually  occupied  or  enjoyed  or 
accepted  reputed  taken  or  known  to  be  part  parcel  or  member  thereof  And  the  reversion 
and  reversions  remainder  and  remainders  yearly  and  other  rents  issues  and  profits  thereof  or 
thereunto  incident  belonging  or  in  anywise  appertaining  And  all  the  estate  right  title  interest 
use  trust  inheritance  possession  equity  of  redemption  benefit  property  claim  and  demand 
whatsoever  either  at  law  or  in  equity  of  him  the  said  John  Taylor  or  of  any  other  person  or 
persons  in  trust  for  him  of  ‘in  unto  or  out  of  the  same  every  or  any  part  or  parcel  thereof  to 
the  use  and  behoof  of  the  said  James  Hodgson  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever  according  to  the 
custom  of  the  said  manor  by  and  under  the  rents  suits  and  services  to  the  lords  of  the  said 
manor  and  their  heirs  therefore  due  and  of  right  accustomed  to  be  paid  done  and  performed 
for  the  same  Upon  trust  nevertheless  that  he  the  said  James  Hodgson  and  his  heirs  do  and 
shall  stand  fined  and  seised  of  the  said  tenements  and  premises  hereby  surrendered  and  of 
every  part  thereof  with  the  appurtenances  In  trust  nevertheless  and  to  and  for  such  person 
and  persons  and  for  such  estate  and  estates  uses  intents  and  purposes  and  in  such  parts  shares 
and  proportions  manner  and  form  as  shall  at  any  time  or  times  hereafter  be  limited  declared 
or  expressed  of  or  concerning  the  same  in  and  by  any  deed  or  deeds  in  writing  to  be  duly 
signed  sealed  and  delivered  by  him  the  said  John  Taylor  in  the  presence  of  two  or  more 
credible  witnesses  or  in  and  by  the  last  will  and  testament  in  writing  of  him  the  said  John 
Taylor  to  be  by  him  duly  executed  in  the  presence  of  three  or  more  such  witnesses  And  in 
default  of  such  limitation  direction  or  appointment  thereof  or  concerning  such  part  or  parts 
whereof  no  such  limitation  direction  or  appointment  shall  be  made  To  the  use  and  behoof  of 
the  said  John  Taylor  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever  and  to  and  for  no  other  use  intent  or 
purpose  whatsoever  And  hereupon  comes  the  said  James  Hodgson  by  John  Dean  his 
attorney  and  desires  to  be  admitted  to  his  fine,  Proclamation  thereof  being  made  and  no 
person  forbidding  the  same  then  the  said  premises  with  the  appurtenances  are  granted  by  the 
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said  steward  to  the  said  James  Hodgson  To  have  and  to  hold  to  him  his  heirs  and  assigns  for 
ever  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  manor  to  stand  fined  and  seised  thereof  upon  the 
trusts  and  to  and  for  the  several  uses  intents  and  purposes  aforesaid  and  not  otherwise 
Yielding  and  paying  therefore  yearly  to  the  lords  of  the  said  manor  and  to  their  heirs  the 
rents  and  services  therefore  formerly  due  and  of  right  accustomed  and  now  he  gives  to  the 
said  lords  for  fine  &c.  fourteen  shillings  and  one  penny  three  farthings  by  the  pledge  of  Henry 
Hargreaves  gentleman. 


ADMITTANCE  OF  JAMES  TURNER  TO  CARTER  PLACE,  1807. 

MANOR  OF  ACCRINGTON  OLD  HOLD. 

THE  HALMOT  COURT  of  the  most  noble  Henry  Duke  of  Buccleuch  and 
Elizabeth  Duchess  of  Buccleuch  his  wife  of  their  manor  of  Accrington 
in  the  county  of  Lancaster  holden  at  Haslingden  the  twentieth  day  of  October 
in  the  forty-seventh  year  of  the  reign  of  our  Sovereign  Lord  King  George  the 
Third  over  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  and  in  the  year 
of  our  Lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  seven  before  William  Carr 
gentleman  chief  steward  there. 

BE  IT  REMEMBERED  that  on  the  second  day  of  May  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one  thousand 
eight  hundred  and  seven  William  Hawkshead  of  Heskin  in  the  county  of  Lancaster  gentleman 
nephew  and  heir-at-law  of  John  Hawkshead  late  of  Chorley  in  the  said  county  gentleman 
deceased  for  and  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  one  thousand  five  hundred  pounds  of  lawful 
money  of  Great  Britain  having  been  this  day  paid  by  James  Turner  of  Haslingden  in  the  said 
county  of  Lancaster  merchant  to  John  Pilkington  and  Richard  Pilkington  both  of  Preston  in 
the  said  county  gentlemen  executors  of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  the  said  John  Hawkshead 
deceased  in  full  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  principal  sum  of  one  thousand  five  hundred 
pounds  formerly  advanced  and  lent  by  the  said  John  Hawkshead  deceased  to  John  Taylor  of 
Carter  Place  within  Haslingden  aforesaid  gentleman  And  also  for  and  in  consideration  of  the 
sum  of  five  shillings  of  like  lawful  money  by  the  said  James  Turner  unto  the  said  William 
Hawkshead  in  hand  well  and  truly  paid  at  or  before  the  passing  of  this  surrender  the  receipt 
whereof  is  hereby  acknowledged  And  also  the  said  John  Taylor  for  and  in  consideration  of 
the  sum  of  three  thousand  one  hundred  pounds  of  like  lawful  money  to  him  in  hand  well  and 
truly  paid  by  the  said  James  Turner  the  receipt  whereof  the  said  John  Taylor  doth  hereby 
acknowledge  He  the  said  William  Hawkshead  at  the  request  and  by  the  direction  and 
appointment  of  the  said  John  Taylor  (testified  by  his  being  a party  to  and  joining  in  the 
passing  and  execution  hereof)  And  also  the  said  John  Taylor  have  and  each  of  them  hath 
(according  to  their  several  estates  and  interests  in  the  premises)  surrendered  and  given  up  and 
by  these  presents  do  and  each  of  them  doth  (according  to  such  their  estates  and  interests) 
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surrender  and  give  up  into  the  hands  of  the  lord  and  lady  of  the  said  manor  by  the  hands  and 
acceptance  of  William  Carr  gentleman  chief  steward  of  the  courts  of  the  said  manor  All  that 
new  erected  messuage  or  mansion-house  of  him  the  said  John  Taylor  called  Carter  Place  with 
the  outbuildings  and  gardens  thereunto  belonging  in  the  occupation  of  the  said  John  Taylor 
And  also  all  those  several  other  messuages  or  dwelling-houses  and  cottages  of  him  the  said 
John  Taylor  with  the  barns  stables  and  buildings  thereunto  belonging  And  also  all  those 
several  closes  closures  or  parcels  of  land  to  the  said  house  and  premises  belonging  commonly 
called  and  known  by  the  name  or  names  of  the  Chadwick  Croft  the  Holme  Meadow  the  Acre 
the  Wood  the  Shutts  the  two  Crossfields  the  Kiln  Meadow  or  Hill  Meadow  the  Ryall  Meadow 
the  Adam  Hill  the  Lowmost  Meadow  and  the  Backside  And  also  all  those  two  acres  of 
common  situate  lying  and  being  upon  the  High  Moor  And  also  all  those  other  two  acres  of 
common  situate  lying  and  being  at  or  near  Fryer  Hill  all  which  said  hereditaments  and 
premises  are  situate  lying  and  being  at  or  near  Carter  Place  within  the  manor  of  Accrington 
aforesaid  and  their  appurtenances  and  are  of  the  yearly  rent  to  the  lord  and  lady  of  the  afore- 
said manor  in  the  whole  of  seven  shillings  and  were  formerly  in  the  several  occupations  of 
John  Taylor  late  of  Carter  Place  aforesaid  esquire  deceased  and  of  John  Coup  John  Ashworth 
Edward  Haworth  Henry  Barnes  and  Henry  Hoyle  as  tenants  thereof  to  the  said  John  Taylor 
deceased  their  assigns  or  undertenants  and  are  now  in  the  possession  of  the  said  John  Taylor 
party  hereto  and  of  Jonathan  Haworth  Richard  Hoyle  Thomas  Barnes  James  Barnes  John 
Brooks  and  Ellam  Eastwood  their  assigns  or  undertenants  And  all  houses  outhouses 
edifices  buildings  barns  stables  shippons  yards  backsides  courts  folds  meadows  pastures 
feedings  hedges  ditches  fences  gates  stiles  commons  common  of  pasture  and  turbary  ways 
waters  watercourses  lights  liberties  easements  privileges  profits  commodities  advantages  and 
appurtenances  whatsoever  to  the  said  messuages  or  dwelling-houses  cottages  closes  of  land 
hereditaments  and  premises  hereinbefore  surrendered  or  any  part  thereof  belonging  or  in 
anywise  appertaining  And  the  reversion  and  reversions  remainder  and  remainders  yearly  and 
other  rents  issues  and  profits  thereof  and  of  every  part  and  parcel  thereof  And  all  the  estate 
right  title  interest  use  trust  property  possession  claim  and  demand  of  them  the  said  William 
Hawkshead  and  John  Taylor  party  hereto  and  each  of  them  of  in  to  or  out  of  the  same  premises 
and  every  or  any  part  or  parcel  thereof  To  the  use  and  behoof  of  the  said  James  Turner  his 
heirs  and  assigns  for  ever  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  manor  to  have  and  to  hold 
to  him  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  manor.  And  here- 
upon comes  the  said  James  Turner  by  James  Lawson  his  attorney  and  desires  to  be  admitted 
to  his  fine  Proclamation  thereof  being  made  and  no  person  forbidding  the  same  then  the  said 
premises  with  the  appurtenances  are  granted  by  the  said  steward  to  the  said  James  Turner 
to  have  and  to  hold  to  him  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said 
manor  Yielding' and  paying  therefore  yearly  to  the  lord  and  lady  of  the  said  manor  and  to 
their  heirs  the  rents  and  services  therefore  formerly  due  and  of  right  accustomed  and  now  he 
gives  to  the  said  lord  and  lady  for  fine  &c.  seven  shillings  by  the  pledge  of  Henry  Hargreaves 
gentleman. 
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ADMITTANCE  OF  MISS  MARTHA  TURNER  TO  CARTER 

PLACE,  1853. 

MANOR  OF  ACCRINGTON  OLD  HOLD. 

THE  HALMOT  COURT  of  the  most  noble  Walter  Francis  Duke  of 
Buccleuch  and  Queensberry  of  his  Manor  of  Accrington  in  the  county  of 
Lancaster  holden  at  Haslingden  the  fourth  day  of  October  in  the  seventeenth 
year  of  the  reign  of  our  sovereign  lady  Queen  Victoria  over  the  United 
Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  and  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-three  before  Dixon  Robinson  gentleman 
chief  steward  there. 

BE  IT  REMEMBERED  that  on  the  eighteenth  day  of  April  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  one 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  fifty-three  Lawrence  Hitchon  of  Sandal  Magna  in  the  county  of 
York  woolstapler  George  Henry  Ormerod  of  Fearns  Hall  in  Rossendale  in  the  county  of 
Lancaster  manufacturer  John  Hoyle  of  Haslingden  in  the  county  of  Lancaster  esquire  and 
Samuel  Hargreaves  of  Rusholme  in  the  county  of  Lancaster  esquire  who  are  the  present 
trustees  of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  James  Turner  heretofore  of  Haslingden  aforesaid 
merchant  deceased  which  will  bears  date  on  or  about  the  twenty-eighth  day  of  February  one 
thousand  eight  hundred  and  twenty-nine  and  is  proved  in  the  Consistory  Court  of  the  Bishop 
of  Chester  And  the  said  James  Turner  by  virtue  of  a surrender  made  by  William  Hawkshead 
and  John  Taylor  on  or  about  the  second  day  of  May  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  seven 
and  admission  had  thereon  on  or  about  the  twentieth  day  of  October  then  following  and  of 
another  surrender  made  by  John  Townsend  and  others  on  or  about  the  twenty-first  day  of 
October  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  twenty-eight  and  admission  had  thereon  on  or  about 
the  same  day  and  of  another  surrender  made  by  John  Pilling  and  Jenny  his  wife  on  or  about 
the  twenty  second  day  of  January  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  twenty-nine  and  admission 
had  thereon  on  or  about  the  fifth  day  of  May  then  following  was  seized  of  the  customary  or 
copyhold  hereditaments  hereinafter  described  and  mentioned  to  be  surrendered  for  an  estate  of 
inheritance  to  him  and  his  heirs  in  possession  according  to  the  custom  of  this  manor  And  the 
same  James  Turner  by  his  said  will  devised  the  same  and  other  hereditaments  to  his  sons 
William  Turner  and  Ralph  Turner  his  son-in-law  the  said  Lawrence  Hitchon  and  his  nephew 
William  Turner  Clegg  their  executors  and  administrators  upon  certain  trusts  during  the  life  of 
his  the  said  testator’s  wife  Mary  and  after  the  decease  of  his  said  wife  and  in  an  event  which 
has  happened  upon  trust  for  sale  and  with  power  to  give  receipts  to  purchasers  And  the  same 
James  Turner  died  on  the  twenty-eighth  day  of  May  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  thirty-two 
and  his  said  wife  Mary  died  on  the  fifteenth  day  of  September  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and 


Admittance  of  Miss  Martha  Turner , 1853. 


2 77 


fifty-one  And  by  an  indenture  dated  the  eighth  day  of  September  one  thousand  eight  hundred 
and  fifty-two  and  expressed  to  be  made  between  the  said  Lawrence  Hitchon  of  the  first  part 
the  said  William  Turner  Clegg  of  the  second  part  the  said  George  Henry  Ormerod  of  the  third 
part  the  said  John  Hoyle  of  the  fourth  part  the  said  Samuel  Hargreaves  of  the  fifth  part  the 
said  Lawrence  Hitchon  and  William  Turner  Clegg  of  the  sixth  part  Stephen  Heelis  of  the 
seventh  part  and  the  said  Lawrence  Hitchon  George  Henry  Ormerod  John  Hoyle  and  Samuel 
Hargreaves  of  the  eighth  part  the  said  George  Henry  Ormerod  John  Hoyle  and  Samuel 
Hargreaves  were  under  a power  in  that  behalf  contained  in  the  said  will  duly  appointed  trustees 
thereof  in  the  places  of  the  said  William  Turner  then  deceased  Ralph  Turner  then  deceased 
and  William  Turner  Clegg  then  desiring  to  be  discharged  And  at  a court  holden  for  this 
manor  the  twelfth  day  of  April  instant  the  said  Lawrence  Hitchon  and  William  Turner  Clegg 
were  admitted  to  the  said  hereditaments  and  thereupon  surrendered  the  same  to  the  use  of 
the  said  Lawrence  Hitchon  George  Henry  Ormerod  John  Hoyle  and  Samuel  Hargreaves 
their  heirs  and  assigns  according  to  the  custom  of  this  manor  upon  the  trusts  of  the  aforesaid 
will  And  thereupon  the  said  Lawrence  Hitchon  George  Henry  Ormerod  John  Hoyle  and 
Samuel  Hargreaves  were  admitted  tenants  of  the  same  hereditaments  accordingly  and  the  said 
Lawrence  Hitchon  George  Henry  Ormerod  John  Hoyle  and  Samuel  Hargreaves  in  execution 
of  the  trusts  of  the  said  will  have  sold  the  customary  or  copyhold  hereditaments  hereinafter 
described  and  mentioned  to  be  surrendered  along  with  other  hereditaments  and  the 
appurtenances  to  Martha  Turner  of  Carter  Place  within  the  township  of  Haslingden  aforesaid 
spinster  (by  and  through  Edward  Robinson  Turner  as  her  agent)  at  the  price  of  five  thousand 
three  hundred  and  fifty  pounds  and  for  carrying  into  effect  the  said  sale  of  the  customary 
or  copyhold  hereditaments  hereinafter  described  and  mentioned  to  be  surrendered  and  in 
consideration  of  the  sum  of  five  thousand  three  hundred  and  fifty  pounds  before  making  of 
this  surrender  paid  by  the  said  Martha  Turner  to  the  said  Lawrence  Hitchon  George  Henry 
Ormerod  John  Hoyle  and  Samuel  Hargreaves  They  the  said  Lawrence  Hitchon  George 
Henry  Ormerod  John  Hoyle  and  Samuel  Hargreaves  have  and  each  and  every  of  them  hath 
surrendered  and  given  up  and  by  these  presents  do  and  each  and  every  of  them  doth  surrender 
and  give  up  into  the  hands  of  the  lord  of  this  manor  by  the  hands  and  acceptance  of  William 
Mosley  Perfect  gentleman  deputy  steward  of  Dixon  Robinson  gentleman  chief  steward  of  the 
courts  of  the  said  manor  and  according  to  the  custom  thereof  all  that  capital  messuage  or 
mansion-house  situated  in  the  township  of  Haslingden  within  this  manor  called  Carter  Place 
and  the  stables  coach-houses  and  other  offices  pleasure  grounds  plantations  lodge  cottages  and 
several  parcels  of  land  now  considered  as  belonging  thereto  hereinafter  more  particularly 
described  (that  is  to  say)  a close  of  meadow  land  called  the  Croft  Meadow  containing  two 
acres  and  thirty-eight  perches  or  thereabouts  of  statute  measure  lying  northward  of  the 
said  mansion-house  and  adjoining  to  a farm  called  Farmer  Barn  Also  a close  of  pasture 
land  called  the  Back  Croft  containing  four  acres  and  fifteen  perches  or  thereabouts  adjoining 
on  part  of  its  westerly  side  to  the  said  close  before  described  and  on  part  of  its  easterly  side 
to  the  turnpike  road  from  Haslingden  to  Accrington  Also  a triangular  piece  of  plantation 
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containing  one  rood  thirty-seven  perches  or  thereabouts  lying  between  the  said  close  lastly 
before  described  on  the  west  and  the  said  turnpike  road  from  Haslingden  to  Accrington  on  the 
east  Also  a garden  containing  six  perches  or  thereabouts  now  or  late  in  the  occupation  of 
the  said  Martha  Turner  and  adjoining  the  south-west  corner  of  the  said  close  firstly  described 
Also  a close  of  meadow  land  containing  one  rood  and  three  perches  or  thereabouts  adjoining 
on  its  north-west  side  to  the  said  close  firstly  described  at  or  near  the  most  southerly  corner 
thereof  and  adjoining  on  its  north-east  side  to  the  said  close  secondly  described  and  on  its 
south-east  side  to  the  grounds  of  the  said  mansion-house  Also  a cottage  and  plat  now  or 
late  in  the  occupation  of  John  Law  and  adjoining  the  south-westerly  side  of  the  said  lastly 
before  described  close  and  containing  including  the  site  of  the  cottage  ten  perches  or  there- 
abouts of  land  Also  a garden  immediately  adjacent  to  the  said  last  mentioned  cottage  and 
now  or  late  in  the  occupation  of  the  said  John  Law  and  containing  four  perches  or  thereabouts 
Also  the  said  mansion-house  of  Carter  Place  and  the  pleasure  grounds  plantations  and  private 
roads  more  immediately  connected  therewith  containing  including  the  sites  of  the  said  mansion- 
house  and  of  the  stables  coach-houses  and  other  offices  and  lodge  belonging  thereto  three 
acres  three  roods  and  twenty-four  perches  or  thereabouts  of  land  Also  a close  of  pasture  land 
called  the  Cross  Field  pasture  containing  five  acres  and  nine  perches  or  thereabouts  and 
bounded  on  the  north  by  the  said  close  secondly  described  on  the  east  by  the  said  turnpike 
road  and  on  the  south  and  west  by  the  grounds  of  the  said  mansion-house  Also  a small  close 
of  pasture  land  with  trees  containing  one  rood  or  thereabouts  lying  westward  from  and  opposite 
to  the  said  mansion-house  and  separated  from  the  grounds  thereof  by  a private  road  Also 
another  small  close  of  pasture  land  with  trees  containing  thirteen  perches  or  thereabouts 
adjoining  the  southerly  end  of  the  said  lastly  before  described  small  close  Also  a close  of 
pasture  land  called  the  Kiln  Meadow  and  Chadwick  Wood  containing  eleven  acres  and  three 
perches  or  thereabouts  lying  to  the  south  and  west  of  and  adjoining  in  great  part  to  the  grounds 
of  the  said  mansion-house  and  adjoining  on  its  westerly  side  to  the  land  of  the  East  Lancashire 
Railway  Also  a garden  containing  five  perches  or  thereabouts  adjoining  the  westerly  end  of 
the  garden  next  hereinafter  mentioned  Also  a piece  of  land  containing  three  roods  and  six 
perches  or  thereabouts  part  thereof  being  used  as  a garden  and  part  thereof  being  covered 
with  water  forming  a pond  and  which  same  piece  of  land  lies  between  the  northerly  end  of  the 
said  lastly  before  described  close  or  pasture  land  and  the  grounds  of  the  said  mansion-house 
Also  another  garden  containing  twenty-two  perches  or  thereabouts  adjoining  the  easterly  side 
of  the  said  garden  lastly  before  mentioned  Also  a close  of  land  called  Shutts  Meadow  (being 
part  of  a large  close  formerly  so-called)  containing  two  acres  and  thirty-four  perches  or  there- 
abouts lying  on  the  north-easterly  side  of  the  turnpike  road  from  Haslingden  to  Blackburn  and 
adjoining  on  its  north-west  and  north-east  sides  the  said  close  of  pasture  land  lastly  before 
described  Also  four  cottages  and  a yard  thereto  belonging  now  or  late  in  the  occupation  of 
Jonathan  Woods  and  others  and  containing  including  the  sites  of  the  cottages  twelve  perches 
or  thereabouts  of  land  lying  at  the  easterly  corner  of  the  said  lastly  before  described  close 
Also  two  pieces  of  land  separated  from  each  other  by  the  East  Lancashire  Railway  and 
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the  more  easterly  of  which  pieces  lies  opposite  the  said  close  lastly  hereinbefore  described 
and  on  the  south-west  side  of  the  turnpike  road  last  aforesaid  and  the  same  two  pieces  of 
land  contain  together  one  acre  three  roods  and  twenty-six  perches  or  thereabouts  and 
together  were  formerly  part  of  the  said  large  close  called  Shutts  Meadow  And  also  a 
close  of  meadow  land  called  the  Acre  Meadow  containing  one  acre  three  roods  and  twenty- 
one  perches  or  thereabouts  lying  on  the  easterly  side  of  the  said  turnpike  road  from  Haslingden 
to  Accrington  and  opposite  to  the  lodge  belonging  to  the  said  mansion-house  All  which 
premises  hereinbefore  described  are  situate  in  the  township  of  Haslingden  within  this  manor 
and  contain  in  the  whole  thirty-four  acres  two  roods  and  eight  perches  or  thereabouts  of  land 
statute  measure  (all  which  said  premises  were  formerly  known  and  described  as  follows)  All 
that  new  erected  messuage  or  mansion-house  of  the  said  John  Taylor  mentioned  in  the  said 
surrender  of  the  second  day  of  May  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  seven  called  Carter 
Place  with  the  outbuildings  and  gardens  thereunto  belonging  in  the  occupation  of  the  said 
John  Taylor  And  also  all  those  several  other  messuages  or  dwelling-houses  and  cottages  of 
him  the  said  John  Taylor  with  the  barns  stables  and  buildings  thereunto  belonging  And  also 
all  those  several  closes  closures  or  parcels  of  land  to  the  said  house  and  premises  belonging 
commonly  called  and  known  by  the  several  name  and  names  of  the  Chadwick  Croft  the  Holm 
Meadow  the  Acre  the  Wood  the  Shutts  the  Two  Cross  Fields  the  Kiln  Meadow  or  Hill  Meadow 
the  Ryall  Meadow  the  Adam  Hill  the  Lowmost  Meadow  and  the  Backside  And  also  all  those 
two  acres  of  common  situate  lying  and  being  upon  the  High  Moor  All  which  said  hereditaments 
and  premises  are  situate  lying  and  being  at  or  near  Carter  Place  aforesaid  within  the  manor  of 
Accrington  and  are  of  the  yearly  rent  to  the  lords  and  ladies  of  the  aforesaid  manor  in  the 
whole  of  seven  shillings  and  were  formerly  in  the  several  tenures  or  occupations  of  him  the 
said  John  Taylor  and  of  John  Coope  James  Warburton  Andrew  Tomlinson  Mrs.  Dugdale 
Robert  Hayes  Henry  Hoyle  James  Anderton  Thomas  Hayes  John  Lonsdale  and  William  Norris 
as  tenants  thereof  of  him  the  said  John  Taylor  their  assigns  or  undertenants  formerly  the  estate 
of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  knight  deceased  afterwards  of  Mrs.  Sarah  Law  deceased  mother-in-law 
of  the  said  John  Taylor  and  now  the  estate  of  him  the  said  John  Taylor  And  also  all  those 
three  messuages  or  dwelling-houses  one  barn  and  other  buildings  with  the  following  closes 
closures  or  parcels  of  land  thereunto  belonging  and  adjoining  situate  and  being  at  Carter  Place 
aforesaid  commonly  called  or  known  by  the  several  names  of  the  Great  Meadow  Little  Croft 
Back  Croft  and  Further  Croft  and  containing  in  the  whole  six  acres  or  thereabouts  customary 
measure  be  the  same  more  or  less  lately  in  the  occupation  of  Alice  Scholfield  deceased  and  in 
the  occupation  of  John  Law  and  Thomas  Scholfield  Together  with  one  sitting  or  one-sixth 
part  of  a pew  No.  68  on  the  north  side  of  the  middle  aisle  in  Haslingden  Chapel  all  which  said 
premises  are  of  the  yearly  rent  to  the  lord  of  the  said  manor  of  two  shillings  and  sixpence  And 
also  all  that  triangular  plot  piece  or  parcel  of  ground  being  the  westerly  corner  of  a close  of 
land  commonly  called  or  known  by  the  name  of  the  Holme  situate  at  Carter  Place  aforesaid 
and  which  said  plot  of  land  is  bounded  on  the  east  thereof  by  the  new  turnpike  road  leading 
from  Haslingden  to  Whalley  on  the  north-westerly  side  thereof  by  a close  of  pasture  land 
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parcel  of  the  Carter  Place  lately  purchased  by  the  said  James  Turner  from  the  feoffees  of  the 
late  Alice  Scholfield  deceased  and  on  the  south  side  thereof  by  a close  of  meadow  land  late 
the  property  of  the  said  James  Turner  and  in  his  own  occupation  and  containing  in  the  whole 
one  thousand  three  hundred  square  yards  or  thereabouts  more  or  less  in  the  occupation  of  the 
said  James  Turner  and  of  the  yearly  rent  to  the  lord  of  the  said  manor  of  one  penny  And 
also  all  if  any  other  the  copyhold  or  customary  hereditaments  comprised  in  the  said  three 
surrenders  of  the  second  day  of  May  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  seven  the  twenty-first 
day  of  October  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  twenty-eight  and  the  twenty-second  day  of 
January  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  twenty-nine  respectively  or  any  of  them  which  are 
not  comprehended  in  the  special  description  hereinbefore  given  of  the  premises  intended  to  be 
comprised  in  this  surrender  and  have  not  already  since  the  respective  dates  of  the  said  three 
surrenders  been  sold  and  surrendered  to  the  use  of  purchasers  or  are  not  surrendered  to  the 
use  of  the  said  Edward  Robinson  Turner  at  this  court  Together  with  all  buildings  ways  roads 
watercourses  rights  privileges  easements  hereditaments  and  appurtenances  whatsoever  to  the 
said  hereditaments  and  premises  intended  to  be  comprised  in  this  surrender  or  any  of  them  or 
any  part  thereof  respectively  belonging  or  appertaining  actually  or  by  reputation  or  enjoyment- 
And  all  the  estate  right  and  interest  of  the  said  Lawrence  Hitchon  George  Henry  Ormerod 
John  Hoyle  and  Samuel  Hargreaves  and  each  of  them  in  and  to  the  same  premises  and  every 
part  thereof  To  the  use  of  the  said  Martha  Turner  her  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever  according 
to  the  custom  of  this  manor  And  hereupon  comes  the  said  Martha  Turner  by  Thomas 
Davenport  her  attorney  and  desires  to  be  admitted  to  her  fine.  Proclamation  thereof  being 
made  and  no  person  forbidding  the  same  then  the  said  premises  with  the  appurtenances  are 
granted  by  the  said  steward  to  the  said  Martha  Turner  To  have  and  to  hold  to  her  her  heirs 
and  assigns  for  ever  according  to  the  custom  of  the  said  manor  Yielding  and  paying  therefor 
yearly  to  the  lord  of  the  said  manor  and  to  his  heirs  the  rents  and  services  therefor  formerly 
due  and  of  right  accustomed  and  now  she  gives  to  the  said  lord  for  fine  &c.  nine  shillings  and 
sevenpence  by  the  pledge  of  Robert  Stott  gentleman. 
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aHolls  Court,  Ctjauccrg  3Lane, 

January  30th , iSji. 


BEFORE  THE  MASTER  OF  THE  ROLLS. 


CHADWICK  v.  CHADWICK. 


[From  “The  Times,”  January  31st,  1871.] 

This  was  a suit,  the  object  of  which  was,  as  we  stated  in  our  report  of  the  opening  a week 
ago,  to  recover  possession  of  house  property  of  considerable  value,  situate  in  St.  James’s, 
Westminster,  of  which  the  late  Thomas  Chadwick  deceased,  and  his  executors  and  trustees, 
who  are  the  defendants  in  the  suit,  have  been  in  possession  for  many  years.  The  case  was 
altogether  a remarkable  one  in  the  result,  and  showed  the  advantage  of  evidence  being  taken 
orally  by  examination  in  court  instead  of  upon  affidavit  as  is  the  practice  in  Chancery.  The 
original  owner  of  the  property  in  question,  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick,  was  a Lancashire  man,  who 
was  knighted  for  some  service  rendered  to  Queen  Anne,  and  made  a fortune.  Sir  Andrew 
held  the  property  upon  long  under-leases,  granted  about  1731,  which  expired  in  1847  ; and  he 
had  also  the  equitable  reversion  in  fee  simple  expectant  upon  the  determination  of  the  principal 
leases  of  the  property,  which  also  expired  in  1847.  In  1768  Sir  Andrew  died  without  issue 
and  intestate  as  to  real  estate,  leaving  a will,  under  which  the  under-leases  were  sold  for  the 
benefit  of  the  legatees.  In  May,  1840,  John  Chadwick,  defendant’s  predecessor  in  title,  set  up 
a claim  of  heirship  to  the  reversion,  which,  by  the  near  approach  of  the  expiration  of  the  leases, 
had  become  valuable,  alleging  that  he  was  lineally  descended  from  Jacobus,  an  uncle  of  Sir 
Andrew,  and,  as  he  alleged,  his  heir-at-law  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  upon  the  evidence 
then  adduced  he  succeeded  in  obtaining  an  order  from  the  then  Master  of  the  Rolls,  vesting 
in  him  the  legal  estate  in  the  property  to  which  he  was  considered  to  have  made  out  his  title  as 
equitable  reversioner  in  fee  simple;  and  having  done  this,  John  Chadwick  bought  up  the 
interest  of  the  lessees  of  the  property,  and  entered  into  possession  of  it,  and  so  continued  in 
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possession  until  his  death.  The  plaintiffs  alleged  that  they  were  the  representatives  of  Robert, 
a younger  brother  of  Jacobus.  Their  case  was  that  Robert,  and  not  Jacobus,  who,  they 
alleged,  was  a person  of  weak  intellect,  who  never  married,  and  died  in  1742,  in  the  lifetime  of 
Sir  Andrew,  was  the  heir-at-law  of  Sir  Andrew  at  the  time  of  his  death.  They  alleged  that 
shortly  previous  to  the  filing  of  their  bill  they  discovered  that  one  William  Guest,  a Lancashire 
schoolmaster,  and  Squire  Guest,  his  brother,  were  employed  by  John  Chadwick  to  get  up  the 
evidence  in  support  of  his  application  for  the  vesting  order  in  1840,  and  that  the  Guests  cut  the 
leaf  out  of  the  register  of  burials  for  1742-3  at  Haslingden,  where  Jacobus  was  buried,  con- 
taining the  entry  of  Jacobus’s  burial,  with  the  object  of  suppressing  the  evidence  of  his  death 
in  Sir  Andrew’s  lifetime,  and  of  substituting  (as  the  plaintiffs  alleged  they  did)  the  entry  of  the 
burial  of  another  Jacobus  at  a later  period,  as  a link  in  the  chain  of  evidence  in  support  of 
John  Chadwick’s  claim  to  be  descended  from  Jacobus.  Both  the  Guests  were  dead,  but  it 
appeared  that  one  Charles  Chadwick  had  made  a statutory  declaration  in  1855,  in  a suit  of 
“ Stainton  v.  Chadwick,”  the  claimant  in  which  was  bought  off  by  John  Chadwick,  to  the 
effect  that  he  was  present,  and  saw  William  Guest  cut  the  page  out  of  the  register  with  his 
penknife.  The  plaintiffs  relied  on  their  recent  discovery  of  the  fraud,  which,  as  they  alleged, 
had  been  thus  practised  upon  them,  to  exclude  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations, 
which  would  otherwise  have  run  against  their  claim.  The  case  stood  over  until  to-day  for  the 
purpose  of  producing  the  register  and  of  examining  several  witnesses  in  support  of  the 
plaintiff’s  case.  The  Vicar  of  Haslingden  produced  the  register  of  burials  for  the  years  1737- 
1757,  the  entries  in  which  appeared,  in  his  opinion,  to  be  perfect  and  in  consecutive  order, 
without  an  interval.  And  upon  a close  inspection  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  expressed  an  opinion 
to  the  same  effect.  One  of  the  sheets  of  parchment  which  made  a double  leaf  in  the  book 
had  been  cut  in  two,  but  upon  examination  the  other  half  was  found  in  another  place,  and  no 
gap  could  be  discovered  in  the  entries,  as  if  a leaf  or  leaves  had  been  abstracted. 

Several  witnesses  were  then  examined  by  Mr.  E.  Phillips  Wood  for  the  plaintiff,  among 
them  Charles  Chadwick,  who  positively  denied  having  seen  William  Guest  cut  the  leaf  out  of 
the  register,  as  the  witness  had  stated  in  his  statutory  declaration.  He  could  not  account  for 
that  statement  (he  said)  if  he  had  made  it.  The  witness  had  seen  William  Guest  with  a piece 
of  yellow  parchment  in  his  possession,  which,  according  to  the  plaintiff’s  theory,  must  have 
been  the  leaf  which  was  cut  out.  It  had  been  in  the  possession  of  one  of  them  until  recently, 
but  had  been  given  by  him  to  another  member  of  the  family,  since  deceased,  and  could  not 
now  be  found.  He  could  not  read,  and  was  ignorant  of  its  contents. 

Sir  Richard  Baggallay  addressed  the  Court  shortly  for  the  plaintiffs,  admitting  that  the 
plaintiffs’  case  had  in  a measure  failed,  but  contending  that  enough  had  been  shown  to  entitle 
the  plaintiffs  to  an  inquiry  who  was  the  right  heir  of  Sir  Andrew. 

The  Master  of  the  Rolls,  without  calling  on  the  defendants’  counsel,  said  that  the  case  for 
the  plaintiff  had  wholly  failed.  An  attempt  had  been  made  to  get  over  the  Statute  of 
Limitations  by  alleging  the  recent  discovery  of  a fraud  committed  by  an  agent  of  the 
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defendants’  predecessor  in  title,  which  had  had  the  effect  of  precluding  the  plaintiffs  from  suing 
for  the  estate.  But  the  charge  of  mutilating  the  register  failed  as  regards  the  appearance  of 
the  register  itself,  the  entries  in  which  were  continuous,  and  there  was  no  sign  of  a leaf  having 
been  cut  out.  The  witness  who  made  the  statutory  declaration  in  1855,  stating  that  he  saw 
William  Guest  mutilate  the  register,  now  stated  positively  in  open  court  that  he  did  not  see  him 
do  so.  How  the  declaration  came  to  be  in  the  form  it  was  his  lordship  did  not  know. 
Possibly  the  witness  might  not  have  understood  it  when  it  was  read  over  to  him,  as  he  was  an 
illiterate  man.  If  William  Guest’s  piece  of  parchment  was  a leaf  from  the  register,  it  seemed 
singular  that  it  should  have  been  preserved  so  carefully,  when  the  only  object  of  the 
defendants’  partisans  was  to  destroy  it.  The  Statute  of  Limitations  was  made  for  the  purpose  of 
quieting  men  in  their  possessions , and  as  the  charge  of  fraud  had  failed  and  the  tune  had  run , his 
lordship  could  not  direct  the  inquiry  which  had  been  asked  for. 

Bill  dismissed  with  costs. 

Sir  Richard  Baggallay,  Q.C.,  Mr.  E.  Phillips  Wood,  and  Mr.  T.  De  Courcy  Atkins 
appeared  for  the  plaintiffs  ; Mr.  Jessel,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Graham  Hastings  for  the  defendants. 
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llcceut  Case 

SUBMITTED  TO  W.  W.  KARSLAKE,  ESQ.,  Q.C.,  BY  JAMES  BOARDMAN, 
ON  BEHALF  OF  THE  CHADWICK  ASSOCIATION. 


CASE. 

Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  died  in  London  in  the  year  1768  possessed  of  considerable  real  and 
personal  estate.  The  personal  estate  was  passed  in  terms  of  the  will  after  about  nine  years’ 
litigation  to  one  Alexander  Scott. 

Sir  Andrew,  however,  died  intestate  as  to  the  real  estate,  which  remained  in  abeyance 
until  the  year  1842,  when  it  was  decreed  to  Mr.  John  Chadwick,  of  Westleigh,  in  Lancashire. 

This  John  Chadwick  was  the  eldest  son  of  Thomas  Chadwick  by  his  second  marriage. 

Thomas  Chadwick  in  the  first  instance  married  Betty  Howarth,  who  died,  leaving  one 
daughter  and  two  sons.  Thomas  Chadwick  was  again  married  to  a Betty  Hopwood,  by  whom 
he  had  issue;  and  John  Chadwick,  of  Westleigh  (the  person  to  whom  the  estate  was  decreed), 
was  the  eldest  son  of  the  second  marriage. 

When  John  Chadwick  made  his  claim,  in  1840,  he  was  undoubtedly  cognisant  of  the  fact 
of  his  being  the  son  of  a second  marriage,  and  he  was  also  aware  that  there  was  then  living  a 
Joseph  Chadwick,  who  is  the  only  son  of  the  late  Thomas  Chadwick,  who  was  the  eldest  son 
of  Joseph  (omitted  in  the  pedigree  of  1842),  the  eldest  son  of  Thomas  by  the  first  wife. 

John  Chadwick,  of  Westleigh,  was  therefore  half  uncle  to  the  present  Joseph’s  father. 

Apart  from  this,  the  mother  of  John  Chadwick,  of  Westleigh,  when  she  was  married  to 
Thomas  Chadwick,  described  herself  as  a widow,  but  it  can  be  proved  that  her  husband  was 
then  alive  in  India,  and  that  he  came  to  this  country  and  resided  here  for  eight  years  after  this 
marriage,  when  he  died. 

Herewith  are  the  following  documents 

(a)  Bill  of  Complaint,  Chadwick  v.  Chadwick  and  others,  1861  and  1868. 

(b)  Pedigree  and  a letter  from  Mr.  James  Boardman  explaining  same. 

(c)  J.  B.  Chadwick’s  report  to  the  Chadwick  Association  of  America. 
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(8)  Short  history  of  the  Chadwick  Association,  and  certain  newspaper  slips  which 
refer  principally  to  alleged  mutilations  of  the  register. 

Counsel  will  please  advise  whether,  having  regard  to  the  alleged  fraud  committed  by  John 
Chadwick,  of  Westleigh,  the  Statute  of  Limitations  bars  the  heir  from  ousting  him  from 
possession  of  the  property  which  he  obtained  under  the  decree. 

And  whether  having  regard  to  Joseph  Chadwick,  who  it  can  be  proved  is  the  heir  to  the 
estate,  being  only  fifteen  years  of  age  when  the  decree  was  made,  he  is  barred  from  obtaining 
possession  of  the  property. 


COUNSEL'S  OPINION. 

The  present  claimant  attained  twenty-one  not  later  than  8th  January,  1846.  In  order  to  bring 
him  within  sec.  26  of  3 and  4 William  IV.,  cap.  27,  he  must  prove  not  only  that  John 
Chadwick,  of  Westleigh,  whose  title  was  declared  by  the  order  of  5th  July,  1842  (hereinafter 
referred  to  as  John  Chadwick,  of  Westleigh),  committed  a fraud  on  the  court  which  he 
concealed  from  the  present  claimant ; but  also  that  the  fraud  could  not  “ with  reasonable 
diligence”  have  been  known  or  discovered  before  5th  July,  1862,  when  twenty  years  expired 
from  the  time  when  the  title  of  John  Chadwick,  of  Westleigh,  was  declared.  (See  the  language 
of  sec.  26,  and  Cheetham  v.  Hoare,  9 L.  R.  Eq.  571,  V.  C.  M.) 

Section  16  as  to  infancy  does  not  help  the  present  claimant,  because  the  ten  years  allowed 
by  that  section  expired  not  later  than  the  8th  January,  1856. 

The  frauds  upon  which  the  present  claimant  relies  are  two. 

First : That  John  Chadwick,  of  Westleigh,  knew,  but  concealed  the  fact,  that  his  father 
had  a son  by  his  first  marriage,  who  had  left  issue. 

Second  : That  the  second  marriage  was  bigamous,  and  consequently  that  John  Chadwick, 
of  Westleigh,  was  illegitimate. 

The  second  fraud,  if  fraud  it  was  (though  Vice-Chancellor  Stuart  did  not  consider  that  it 
had  been  proved),  was  known  at  least  as  early  as  9th  February,  1861,  which  was  the  date  when 
the  original  bill  in  John  Chadwick  v.  John  Chadwick,  1861,  C.  No.  34,  was  filed.  Therefore 
it  might  “ with  reasonable  diligence  ” have  been  discovered  by  the  present  claimant. 

With  regard  to  the  alleged  fraud  in  the  suppression  of  the  fact  that  Thomas  is  the  common 
ancestor  of  the  present  claimant,  and  John  Chadwick,  of  Westleigh,  had  a son  by  his  first 
marriage,  I find  nothing  whatever  in  the  papers  before  me  to  lead  me  to  think  that  this  fact 
might  not  “with  reasonable  diligence”  have  been  discovered  before  the  5th  July,  1862.  On 
the  contrary,  the  Master  in  Chancery,  by  his  report  of  nth  November,  1841,  found  the  date 
of  the  first  marriage,  viz.,  30th  October,  1769;  the  date  of  the  baptism  of  the  first  child, 
Martha,  on  nth  September,  1770;  and  of  the  baptism  of  the  child  there  called  the  second 
child,  Thomas,  on  3rd  June,  1775.  It  must  have  occurred  to  anyone  on  comparing  these 
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dates  as  very  singular  that,  although  the  first  child  was  born  within  twelve  months  after  the 
marriage,  an  interval  of  nearly  five  years  should  have  elapsed  before  the  so-called  second  child 
was  born. 

I observe  from  Mr.  Wood’s  speech,  on  the  prosecution  of  Charles  Chadwick,  that  so  long 
ago  as  1836  there  was  a club  of  some  thirty  or  forty  of  the  family  to  get  up  a case  for  the  civil 
courts.  Therefore  the  evidence  in  support  of  the  successful  claim  of  John  Chadwick,  of  West- 
leigh,  must  have  been  narrowly  watched,  and  it  is  to  my  mind  incredible  that  the  present 
claimant  within  a year  or  two  of  his  coming  of  age  might  not  have  found  out  “with  reasonable 
diligence  ” the  fraud  which  had  been  committed  by  the  suppression  of  his  father’s  name  from 
the  pedigree.  The  parish  register  was  for  all  that  appears  just  as  much  open  to  inspection  in 
1840  as  in  1880. 

I have  hitherto  assumed,  in  the  absence  of  any  statement  to  the  contrary,  that  the  present 
claimant  has  all  along  lived  in  England.  If,  however,  I am  mistaken  in  this  assumption,  and 
he  was  in  fact  resident  in  America  when  he  came  of  age,  and  has  since  continued  to  live 
there,  I am  of  opinion  that  he  might  before  1st  January,  1879,  have  maintained  the  action. 
But  sec.  4 of  “ The  Real  Property  Limitation  Act,  1874,”  which  came  into  force  on  1st  January, 
1879,  abolished  the  disability  which  had  been  given  by  3 and  4 William  IV.,  cap.  27,  sec.  16, 
of  “ absence  beyond  seas.”  And,  in  my  opinion,  a person  absent  beyond  seas  must  now  be 
treated  on  exactly  the  same  footing  as  a person  who  has  always  been  in  England.  In  Vane  v. 
Vane,  to  which  I am  referred,  and  the  facts  in  which  are  very  well  known  to  me,  as  I was 
originally  consulted  in  the  case,  the  plaintiff  alleged  a continuous  fraud  practised  on  him  by 
the  defendant  until  1866.  But  he  ultimately  failed. 

I must  not  part  with  this  case  without  expressing  my  grave  doubts  as  to  the  legality  of 
“The  Chadwick  Association.”  Its  objects  are  defined  to  be  “To  collect  certificates  and  other 
documents  having  reference  to  the  descendants  of  Robert  Chadwick,  and  to  prove  the  heir-at- 
law  of  Sir  A.  Chadwick,  knight.”  The  rules  do  not  state  that  the  successful  claimant  is  to 
share  the  spoil  with  the  other  shareholders,  but  the  inference  is  strong  that  this  is  the  real 
agreement.  Sprye  v.  Porter,  7 Ell.  and  Bl.  58,  shows  that  the  real  agreement  may  be  pleaded 
though  it  is  parol  only.  In  Cholmondeley  v.  Clinton,  4 Bligh,  p.  90,  Lord  Eldon  said  that  if 
an  agreement  fall  under  the  censure  of  the  law  with  respect  to  dealings  as  to  titles  the  court 
would  not  overlook  it,  even  if  the  parties  wished  that  it  might  be  overlooked.  Now,  however 
innocent  the  collection  of  certificates  and  other  documents  may  be,  the  second  object  of  the 
Association,  namely,  “ to  prove  the  heir-at-law,”  involves  considerable  parol  evidence.  This  is 
pronounced  by  Lord  Campbell,  in  Sprye  v.  Porter,  to  be  “maintenance”  in  its  worst  aspect. 

The  circumstance  that  the  shareholders  are  all  members  of  the  Chadwick  family  does 
not,  in  my  opinion,  mend  the  matter,  see  Hutley  v.  Hutley,  8 L.  R.,  Q.  B.,  112,  for  only  one 
of  the  family  is  supposed  to  be  heir-at-law. 
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OBTAINED  BY  THE  CHADWICK  ASSOCIATION. 


i ... 


2 ... 


Page.  No.  Date. 

2 ...  6 ...  Oct.  30,  1769. 


— ...  — ...  Sept.  11,  1770. 


Marriage  between  Thomas  Chadwick  and  Betty 
Howarth,  in  Rochdale  Parish  Church,  in  the 
county  of  Lancaster. 

Born,  Martha,  daughter  of  Thomas  Chadwick. 

Baptised  in  Bury  Parish  Church,  in  the  county  of 
Lancaster. 


3 ...  120  ...  447  ...  Oct.  23,  1770.  Marriages  solemnised  in  the  Parish  Church  of  Mid- 
dleton, in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  in  the  year 
1770: — “William  Hopwood  of  this  parish, 
weaver,  and  Betty  Diggle  of  this  parish,  spinster, 
were  married  in  this  church  by  banns  this  Twenty- 
third  day  of  October,  in  the  year  One  thousand 
seven  hundred  and  seventy, 

By  me,  Richd.  Dean,  Curate. 

“ This  marriage  was  solemnised  between  us, 

William  X Hopwood’s  mark. 
Betty  X Diggle’s  mark. 

“ In  the  presence  of 

Samuel  Birch. 

Nathanl.  Fish.” 


A true  extract  taken  this  5th  day  of  July,  1880, 

By  me,  J.  Read,  Curate. 


4 ... 


— - ...  April  6,  1772. 
May  3,  „ 


Born,  Joseph,  son  of  Thomas  Chadwick. 

Baptised  in  Bury  Parish  Church,  in  the  county  of 
Lancaster. 
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Page.  No.  Date. 

5 •••  — — •••  June  3,  1775. 

>>  >> 

6 ...  246  ...  281  ...  Mar.  31,  1783. 

7 ...  — ...  — ...  Oct.  7,  1799. 

8 ...  — ...  — ...  March  7,  1799. 

9 ...  — ...  — ...  July  24,  1800. 

10  ...  — ...  — ...  Nov.  7,  1802. 

11.. .  — ...  — ...  Sept.  16,  1804. 

12.. .  — ...  — ...  June  29,  1806. 

13.. .  — ...  — ...  Sept.  4,  1809. 

Oct.  1,  „ 

14  ...  130  ..1034...  Sept.  22,  1816. 

15  ...  — ...  — ...  Oct.  13,  1823. 

16  ...  — ...  1129 ...  Nov.  14,  1824. 

Jan.  9,  1825. 


Born,  Thomas,  son  of  Thomas  Chadwick. 

Baptised  in  Bury  Parish  Church,  in  the  county  of 
Lancaster. 

Marriage  between  Thomas  Chadwick,  weaver,  a 
widower,  and  Betty  Hopwood,  widow,  in  Middle- 
ton  Parish  Church,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster. 

Marriage  between  Joseph  Chadwick  and  Jane  Nuttall, 
both  of  Whitefield,  in  Prestwich  Parish  Church, 
in  the  county  of  Lancaster. 

Burial  of  William  Hopwood,  Gooden  Lane,  in  St. 
Luke’s  Parish  Church,  in  the  chapelry  of  Hey- 
wood,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster. 

Baptism  of  Thomas,  son  of  Joseph  and  Jane  Chadwick, 
of  Whitefield,  baptised  in  Prestwich  Parish 
Church,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster. 

Baptism  of  Charles,  son  of  Joseph  Chadwick,  of  White- 
field,  baptised  in  Prestwich  Parish  Church,  in  the 
county  of  Lancaster. 

Baptism  of  Ann,  daughter  of  Joseph  and  Jane  Chadwick, 
of  Whitefield,  in  Prestwich  Parish  Church,  in  the 
county  of  Lancaster. 

Baptism  of  Robert,  son  of  Joseph  and  Jane  Chadwick, 
of  Whitefield,  in  Prestwich  Parish  Church,  in  the 
county  of  Lancaster. 

Born,  Lawrence,  son  of  Joseph  and  Jane  Chadwick, 
of  Whitefield. 

Baptised  in  Prestwich  Parish  Church,  in  the  county 
of  Lancaster. 

Baptised,  Joseph,  son  of  Joseph  and  Jane  Chadwick, 
weaver,  of  Whitefield,  in  Prestwich  Parish  Church, 
in  the  county  of  Lancaster. 

Marriage  between  Thomas  Chadwick  and  Mary  Berry 
(of  Whitefield),  in  Prestwich  Parish  Church,  in 
the  county  of  Lancaster. 

Born,  Joseph,  son  of  Thomas  and  Mary  Chadwick, 
weaver,  of  Whitefield. 

Baptised  in  Prestwich  Parish  Church,  in  the  county  of 
Lancaster. 


Certificates  of  Birth , Baptism,  Marriage , and  Burial. 
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17  ...  — ...  1939...  Jan.  29,  1827.  Bom,  Mary,  daughter  of  Thomas  and  Mary  Chadwick, 

weaver,  of  Whitefield. 

May  27,  1827.  Baptised  in  Prestwich  Parish  Church,  in  the  county  of 
Lancaster. 


18  ...  — ...1348...  May  6,  1828.  Burial  of  Mary  (aged  15  years),  daughter  of  Thomas 

Chadwick,  of  Whitefield,  at  Prestwich  Parish 
Church,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster. 

19  ...  25  ...  200  ...  Sept.  15,  1831.  Burial  of  Joseph  Chadwick  (aged  59  years),  of  White- 

field,  at  Stand  Parish  Church,  in  the  county  of 
Lancaster. 


20  ...  53  ...  4x7  ...  Jan.  15,  1835.  Burial  of  Thomas  Chadwick  (aged  34  years),  of 

Liveseyfield,  at  Stand  Parish  Church,  in  the 
county  of  Lancaster 

21  ...  167  ...1232...  May  27,  1846.  Burial  of  Jane  Chadwick  (aged  82  years),  of  Bom- 

bards, at  Stand  Parish  Church,  in  the  county  of 
Lancaster. 


22  ...  232  ...  1854...  Mar.  23,  1875.  Burial  of  Mary  Chadwick  (aged  81  years),  of  Barlow 

Fold,  at  Stand  Parish  Church,  in  the  county  of 
Lancaster. 
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In  order  thoroughly  to  exhibit  the  potency  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  in  this 
case,  a reprint  of  a recent  decision  on  a claim  very  similar  to  ours  is  appended, 
which,  on  perusal,  will  be  found  to  harmonise  with  what  is  contained  in  this  book. 
The  reprint  is  taken  from  The  Standard  newspaper  (London),  dated  4th  November, 
1 880,  and  is  as  follows,  viz. : — 


Court  of  ^ttsttrc— C^utucrj)  fflftrfston. 


(Before  Vice-Chancellor  Sir  Richard  Malins.) 


WILLIS  v.  EARL  HOWE. 

This  was  an  action  by  George  Willis,  Thomas  Harrison,  and  Janies  Baylis,  claiming  to  be  the 
heirs-at-law  and  next-of-kin  of  William  Jennens,  deceased,  against  Earl  Howe,  Earl  Beauchamp, 
the  Hon.  Arthur  Upton,  and  Mr.  Frederick  Augustus  Coe,  to  have  it  declared  that  the  defendant, 
Earl  Howe,  was  a trustee  for  the  plaintiff,  James  Baylis,  of  certain  lands  in  Suffolk,  Essex, 
and  Warwickshire,  known  as  “The  Jennens  Freehold  Estates,”  and  claiming  also  as  against 
the  other  defendants  to  have  it  declared  that  Mary  Blythe  and  William  Jennens,  through  whom 
the  plaintiffs  claimed,  were  entitled  to  equal  moiety  of  the  residuary  personal  estate  of  William 
Jennens.  The  case  now  came  on  to  be  heard  upon  the  demurrers  of  the  respective  defendants, 
upon  the  ground  that  the  action  was  barred  by  lapse  of  time  under  the  Statutes  of  Limitations. 
According  to  the  allegations  of  the  plaintiff’s  statement  of  claim  (which  for  the  purposes  of  the 
demurrer,  but  for  no  other  purpose,  were  admitted  by  the  defendants),  William  Jennens,  of 
Bedford  Row,  made  a will,  by  which  he  disposed  of  his  estates  in  Suffolk  and  Essex  during  the 
life  of  his  mother  (who  died  in  his  lifetime),  and  not  further,  but  made  no  disposition  of  his 
personal  estate.  William  Jennens  died  a bachelor  in  1798,  leaving  Mary  Blythe  his  sole 
heiress-at-law  and  one  of  his  next-of-kin,  but  Mary  Blythe  died  in  the  following  year,  without 
having  taken  possession  of  the  estates,  and  shortly  after  her  death  Richard  William  Penn 
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Curzon  (afterwards  the  first  Lord  Howe),  “ pretending  and  representing  ” that  he  was  the  son 
of  Penn  Ashton  Curzon,  and  as  such  was  heir-at-law  of  William  Jennens,  took  possession  of  the 
Jennens  freehold  estates.  R.  W.  P.  Curzon  was,  however,  not,  in  fact,  the  son  of  Penn 
Ashton  Curzon,  or  the  heir-at-law  of  William  Jennens,  but  an  illegitimate  child  of  Ann  Oakes, 
spinster,  daughter  of  John  Oakes.  R.  W.  P.  Curzon  was  created  Earl  Howe  in  1821,  and 
by  his  will  devised  the  Jennens  freehold  estate  to  his  son,  the  second  Earl  Howe,  father  of  the 
present  earl.  Both  the  first  earl  and  the  second  earl  knew  the  fact  of  the  first  earl’s  illegitimacy, 
and  kept  it  concealed  from  those  through  whom  the  plaintiffs  claimed;  and  it  was  only  discovered 
by  the  present  plaintiffs  in  the  year  1879  in  consequence  of  a communication  made  to  them  by 
a daughter  of  Ann  Oakes.  As  regards  the  personal  estate  the  plaintiffs  alleged  that  it  had 
never  been  held  by  those  through  whom  the  defendants  (other  than  Earl  Howe)  claimed 
as  their  own  property,  but  as  trustees,  and  that  distinct  and  separate  accounts  of  the  “Jennens 
Residuary  Trust  Fund”  had  always  been  kept.  As  before  observed,  all  these  allegations  were 
admitted  solely  for  the  purpose  of  the  demurrers,  and  not  as  being  actually  true. — Mr.  F.  A. 
Lewin  appeared  in  support  of  the  first  demurrer  on  behalf  of  Earl  Howe ; Mr.  J.  Pearson, 
Q.C.,and  Mr.  Cecil  Russel  appeared  on  behalf  of  Earl  Beauchamp  upon  the  second  demurrer; 
Mr.  Higgins,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  H.  C.  Turner  supported  the  third  demurrer  on  behalf  of  the  Hon. 
A.  Upton  and  Mr.  Coe.  Mr.  H.  F.  Bristowe,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Mulligan  appeared  for  the 
plaintiffs,  and  contended  that  the  case  of  the  real  estate  was  taken  out  of  the  Statutes  of 
Limitations  by  the  alleged  concealed  fraud,  and  that  there  was  no  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiffs  or  their  predecessors,  since  they  only  became  aware  of  their  rights  when  the 
alleged  fraud  was  discovered,  and  there  was  nothing  previous  to  this  to  put  them  on  the  inquiry 
as  to  the  defendant’s  title. — The  Vice-Chancellor  said  that  in  his  opinion  all  thi-ee  demurrers 
must  be  allowed.  He  thought  it  would  be  well  if  the  26th  Section  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations 
(3  and  4 William  IV.,  c.  27),  taking  cases  of  concealed  fraud  out  of  the  operation  of  the 
statute,  were  repealed,  and  that  this  section  must  receive  a very  strict  interpretation.  If  actions 
of  this  sort  were  encouraged  no  titles  would  be  secure,  and  therefore  persons  who  claimed  the 
benefit  of  this  section  of  the  Act  should  be  bound  to  prove  not  only  concealed  fraud  but  due 
diligence  on  the  part  of  themselves  and  those  through  whom  they  claimed  in  ascertaining  their 
rights  and  presenting  their  claims.  In  his  opinion,  assuming  the  facts  alleged  by  the  statement 
of  claim  to  be  true,  there  had  been  gross  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs’  predecessors 
in  allowing  the  predecessors  of  the  defendants  to  take  possession  and  keep  possession  of  the 
estates  without  making  any  inquiry  as  to  their  right  to  do  so.  It  was  a misfortune  that  the 
plaintiffs  should  have  been  allowed  to  bring  such  a hopeless  action  before  the  Court,  and  all 
three  demurrers  must  be  allowed,  with  the  usual  consequences. — Mr.  Bristowe  asked,  on  behalf 
of  the  plaintiffs,  for  leave  to  amend  the  statement  of  claim,  by  inserting  certain  particulars 
which  had  recently  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  plaintiffs ; but  this  the  Vice-Chancellor 
declined  to  grant. 
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Extracts 

FROM  JOSEPH  HOWARD’S  GENEALOGICAL  ACCOUNT  OF 
THE  FAMILY  OF  CHADWICK,  1840. 

Younger  branches  sprung  from  Chadwick  of  Chadwick,  or  Chadwick  of  Healey. 

Chadwick  of  Woolstenholme,  in  the  parish  of  Rochdale,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  from 
whom  descended  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick,  knight,  of  Broad  Street,  near  Golden  Square,  in  the 
county  of  Middlesex. 

Ellis  Chadwicke,  of  Woolstenholme  aforesaid  (was  the  great-grandfather  of  Sir  Andrew 
Chadwicke  aforesaid),  married  Elizabeth,  daughter  of  Robert  Haworth,  of  Rawcliffe,  in  the 
parish  of  Rochdale  aforesaid,  and  they  had  issue,  viz.  : — 

Robert  Chadwicke,  of  Carter  Place,  in  the  township  of  Haslingden,  in  the  parish  of 
Whalley,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  yeoman. 

The  hamlets  of  Woolstenholme  and  Chadwick  are,  as  before  stated,  in  the  township  of 
Spotland,  in  the  parish  of  Rochdale. 

Robert,  son  and  heir  of  the  said  Ellis,  married  Mary  Holden,  and  they  had  issue  five 
sons,  viz.  : — 

First:  Ellis,  father  of  Sir  Andrew,  baptised  in  August,  1664,  at  the  parochial  chapel  of 
Haslingden. 

Second  : James,  baptised  in  July,  1667,  at  the  parochial  chapel  of  Haslingden,  where  he 
was  interred,  without  issue. 

Third  : Robert,  baptised  in  September,  1668,  at  the  parochial  chapel  of  Haslingden. 

Fourth  : Thomas,  baptised  in  1670  at  the  parochial  chapel  of  Haslingden. 

Fifth  : Benjamin,  baptised  in  1674,  at  the  parochial  chapel  of  Haslingden. 

The  aforesaid  Ellis,  son  and  heir  of  Robert  Chadwicke,  of  Carter  Place,  died  in  Dublin,  in 
Ireland,  in  1687  or  1688,  but  having  married  Ann  Cole,  daughter  of  Cole,  in 

in  the  county  of  Down,  in  Ireland  ; they  had  issue  only  one  son,  viz.  : Andrew  Chadwick, 
afterwards  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick,  knight. 


Extracts  from  Joseph  Howard's  Genealogical  Account. 
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Sir  Andrew  Chadwick,  knight,  son  and  heir  of  Ellis,  married  Margaret  (youngest  daughter 
and  co-heiress  of  Richard  Humphrey,  esquire,  of  St.  Clement  Danes,  London)  on  the  14th  of 
November,  1718,  at  Ormond  Street  Chapel  there.  He  died,  without  issue,  on  the  15th,  and 
was  interred  on  the  22nd  of  March,  1768,  in  the  new  burial  ground  of  the  parish  church  of 
St.  Mary-le-bone,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex ; where,  on  a mural  monument  of  white  marble, 
was  the  following  inscription  : — 

“ Near  this  place , beneath  a Jlat  gravestone , are  deposited  the  remains  of  Sir  Andrew 
Chadwick,  knt.,  who  died  the  15th  day  of  March,  1768 , aged  84  years.”1  And  in  the  same 
burial  ground  an  altar-tomb  of  stone  was  thus  inscribed  : — 

“ Here  lies  the  body  of  Dame  Margaret  Chadwick,  relict  of  the  late  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick, 
knt.,  who  died  June  the  8th , 1783.  And  also  the  body  oj  Elizabeth  Humphrey  (of  Hendon) 
her  sister." 

Robert,  third  son  of  Robert  Chadwick,  of  Carter  Place  aforesaid,  married  Sarah  Heayward 
on  the  28th  of  August,  1694,  at  the  parish  church  of  Rochdale,  and  they  had  issue  three  sons 
and  three  daughters,  viz.  : — 

First : Robert  (of  Farnhill,  in  the  parish  of  Rochdale),  baptised  on  the  29th  of  November, 
1696,  at  the  parish  church  of  Rochdale. 

Second  : John  (of  Shawfield,  in  the  parish  of  Rochdale),  baptised  on  the  25th  of  February, 
1698,  at  the  parish  church  of  Rochdale. 

Third  : Elizabeth  (of  Catle  Lane  and  Farnhill),  baptised  on  the  17th  of  December,  1702, 
at  the  parish  church  of  Rochdale ; and,  dying  unmarried  without  issue,  was  interred  in  October, 
1795,  in  the  parish  churchyard  of  Rochdale.  She  was  an  administratrix  to  the  administration 
bond  of  her  mother,  which  is  at  Chester,  and  bears  date  the  30th  of  September,  1751.  By  her 
will  she  devised  all  her  personalty  “To  her  nephews,  John  and  Robert  Chadwick,  of  Farnhill, 
sons  of  her  late  brother,  Robert  Chadwick,  of  Farnhill  To  her  nieces,  Sarah  Howard,  widow, 
and  Mary,  the  wife  of  Robert  Leach,  and  her  nephew,  Robert  Chadwick,  son  and  daughters  of 
her  late  brother,  John  Chadwick  To  her  nephews,  James  and  Robert  Dearden,  and  to  her 
niece,  Betty  Dearden,  sons  and  daughter  of  her  late  sister,  Mary  Dearden,  and  to  her  nephews, 
James,  John,  Jonathan,  and  Timothy  Grindrod,  and  to  her  niece,  Sarah  Butterworth,  sons  and 
daughter  of  her  late  sister,  Sarah  Grindrod.” 

Fourth : Mary  (who  became  the  wife  of  Thomas  Dearden,  and  they  had  issue,  a 
descendant  of  which  is  now,  1840,  living),  baptised  on  the  2nd  of  December,  1705,  at  the 
parish  church  of  Rochdale. 

Fifth:  Jonathan  (of  Catle-lane),  baptised  in  August,  1707,  at  the  parish  church  of 
Rochdale,  where,  in  the  yard,  he  was  interred  in  July,  1750. 


1 On  the  2nd  of  September,  1880,  I visited  the 
burial  ground  of  the  parish  of  St.  Mary-le-bone,  but 
failed  to  find  the  grave  of  Sir  Andrew.  One  of  three 
altar-tombs  was  pointed  out  to  me  by  the  gentleman 


who  had  been  the  sexton  for  about  thirty  years,  but 
the  inscriptions  on  all  had,  by  the  influence  of  the 
weather,  become  obliterated. — James  Boardman. 
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Sixth:  Sarah  (who  became  the  wife  of  James  Grindrod),  baptised  on  the  nth  of 
February,  1709,  at  the  parish  church  of  Rochdale. 

Robert  Chadwick,  of  Farnhill,  yeoman,  son  of  the  aforesaid  Robert  Chadwick,  and  Sarah 
(FTeayward),  his  wife,  was  interred  in  July,  1790,  in  the  parish  churchyard  of  Rochdale;  but 
having  married  Mary  Heayward  on  the  20th  of  February,  1720,  at  the  parish  church  of 
Rochdale,  they  had  issue  three  sons  and  three  daughters,  viz.  : — 

First : Betty  (who  became  the  wife  of  Robert  Healey,  of  Smallbridge,  in  the  parish  of 
Rochdale),  baptised  on  the  20th  of  September,  1724,  at  the  parish  church  of  Rochdale. 

Second:  Mary,  baptised  on  the  13th  of  August,  1727,  at  the  parish  church  of  Rochdale, 
where,  in  the  yard,  she  was  interred  young,  leaving  no  issue. 

Third  : Robert  (of  Farnhill),  born  in  1731,  and  dying  unmarried  without  issue  in 
January,  1802,  was  interred  in  the  parish  church  of  Rochdale.  By  his  will,  dated  15th 
September,  1798,  he  devised  all  his  real  estate  to  his  brothers,  John  and  James  Chadwick,  for 
and  during  the  term  of  their  natural  lives,  at  the  expiration  of  which  term  he  devised  it  to  his 
nephew,  Abram  Healey,  of  Buckley,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever. 

Fourth:  Alice,  born  in  1732,  and  dying  unmarried  without  issue,  was  interred  in  the 
parish  churchyard  of  Rochdale,  in  November,  1754. 

Fifth  : John  (of  Farnhill),  born  in  1733.  He  married  Mally  (who  afterwards 

became  the  wife  of  the  father  of  the  present,  1840,  William  Chadwick,  esquire,  magistrate  at 
Rochdale),  but  died  issueless  in  November,  1798,  and  was  interred  in  the  parish  churchyard 
of  Rochdale.  By  his  will,  dated  26th  March,  he  devised  all  his  real  estate  to  his  brothers, 
Robert  and  James  Chadwick,  for  and  during  the  term  of  their  natural  lives,  at  the  expiration 
of  which  term  he  devised  it  to  his  nephew,  Abram  Healey,  of  Buckley,  his  heirs  and  assigns 
for  ever. 

Sixth:  James  (of  Farnhill),  born  in  1738,  and  dying  unmarried  without  issue  in  July, 
1799,  was  interred  in  the  parish  churchyard  of  Rochdale. 

Betty,  eldest  daughter  of  Robert  Chadwick,  of  Farnhill  aforesaid,  was  interred  on  the 
20th  of  August,  1760,  in  the  parish  churchyard  of  Rochdale,  but  having  married  Robert 
Healey,  of  Smallbridge,  yeoman,  on  the  27th  of  January,  1754,  at  the  parish  church  of 
Rochdale,  they  had  issue  only  one  son,  viz.,  Abram  Healey  (of  Buckley  Hall,  in  the 
parish  of  Rochdale),  baptised  on  the  15th  of  December,  1754,  at  the  parish  church  of 
Rochdale. 
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OF  SARAH  LAW’S  DEED  OF  GIFT  OF  REAL  PROPERTY  TO 
JOHN  TAYLOR,  25TH  and  26th  May,  1768. 


[From  the  Middlesex  Land  Registry.  ] 


INDENTURES  of  lease  and  release  of  these  dates  the  release  made  between  the  said  Sarah 
Law  by  the  description  and  addition  of  Sarah  Law  of  Bacup  in  the  Forest  of  Rossendale  in  the 
county  of  Lancaster  widow  daughter  and  heir  of  Robert  Chadwick  late  of  Deendon  Gate  in 
Haslingden  in  the  said  county  stocking  weaver  and  heir  of  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  deceased 
of  the  one  part  and  John  Taylor  the  younger  of  Bacup  aforesaid  blacksmith  of  the  other 
part.  In  consideration  of  the  love  and  affection  which  she  the  said  Sarah  Law  had  and 
bore  towards  the  said  John  Taylor  who  was  her  son-in-law  and  for  the  better  preferment  of  him 
and  his  family  and  their  advancement  in  the  world  and  for  other  considerations  therein 
mentioned  she  the  said  Sarah  Law  did  grant  bargain  sell  alien  release  and  confirm  unto  the 
said  John  Taylor  his  heirs  and  assigns  (inter  alia ) 

All  those  several  messuages  dwelling-houses  brewhouses  shops  cellars 
tenements  lands  waste  ground  and  hereditaments  with  their  and  every  of  their 
appurtenances  situate  lying  and  being  in  the  parish  of  St.  James  in  the  city  and 
liberty  of  Westminster  in  the  county  of  Middlesex  late  in  the  tenure  and  occu- 
pation of  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  his  heirs  or  assigns. 

And  also  all  the  reversion  and  inheritance  of  several  other  appurtenances 
hereditaments  with  their  appurtenances  situate  and  being  in  the  parish  of  St. 
James  in  the  city  of  Westminster  aforesaid  then  in  the  occupation  of  the  said 
Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  his  assigns  or  undertenants. 

And  also  one  clear  annuity  or  yearly  rent  charge  of  ^20  per  annum  for  ever 
payable  or  chargeable  upon  certain  ground  and  houses  in  Broad  Poland  and 
Marlborough  Streets  in  the  parish  of  St.  James  in  the  city  of  Westminster 
aforesaid. 
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Together  with  all  houses  outhouses  &c. 

And  the  reversion  &c. 

And  all  the  estate  &c. 

And  all  the  deeds  &c. 

To  hold  the  same  with  their  appurtenances  unto  and  to  the  only  proper  use  and 
behoof  of  the  said  John  Taylor  the  younger  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever. 

Declaration  by  the  said  Sarah  Law  and  John  Taylor  that  all  fines  recoveries  and  conveyances 
then  already  made  executed  and  acknowledged  of  the  premises  before  abstracted  shall  be  to  the 
only  proper  use  and  behoof  of  the  said  John  Taylor  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever. 

Executed  by  the  said  Sarah  Law  and  duly  attested. 


(2) 

OF  SARAH  LAW’S  WILL,  14TH  February,  1780. 

THE  said  Sarah  Law  by  her  will  after  reciting  that  the  said  Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  dying 
intestate  as  to  his  real  estate  all  his  freehold  and  copyhold  estates  of  inheritance  of  which  he 
was  seised  at  his  death  in  the  counties  of  Middlesex  Northampton  Carter  Place  and  else- 
where in  the  kingdom  of  Great  Britain  had  descended  to  her  as  his  heir-at-law  and  that  she 
had  never  executed  a deed  of  gift  conveyance  or  other  assurance  of  the  said  premises  unto  her 
late  son  Dennis  Law  and  that  she  had  since  conveyed  the  same  to  her  son-in-law  John  Taylor 
his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever  gave  and  devised  after  payment  of  her  just  debts  and  funeral 
expenses  unto  the  said  John  Taylor  (in  exclusion  of  her  grandson  James  Law). 

All  and  every  the  messuages  tenements  lands  and  hereditaments  and 
premises  with  their  appurtenances  which  upon  the  death  of  her  said  late  cousin 
Sir  Andrew  Chadwick  descended  to  her  unto  the  said  John  Taylor  his  heirs  and 
assigns  for  ever. 

And  also  all  and  every  her  personal  estate  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever. 

To  the  said  John  Taylor  his  executors  administrators  and  assigns  for  ever. 

And  the  said  testatrix  appointed  the  said  John  Taylor  her  sole  executor. 

Executed  by  the  said  testatrix  in  the  presence  of  3 witnesses. 
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ADDITIONAL  NOTE  AS  TO  SIR  ANDREW 
CHADWICK’S  AGE. 


It  is  only  while  passing  these  sheets  through  the  press  that  the 
birth  of  Ellis  Chadwick  has  been  ascertained  beyond  doubt  to 
have  taken  place  in  1664  (and  not  1644,  as  printed  at  page  15). 
The  evidence  that  he  died  in  1687  or  1688  is  convincing  (page  18). 
He  would  thus  be  only  twenty-three  or  twenty-four  years  old  at 
his  death.  Even  supposing  he  had  married  at  so  early  an  age 
as  twenty,  this  would  give  a clear  indication  of  the  tender  age 
of  Sir  Andrew  when  left  an  orphan,  for  he  could  not  then  have 
been  more  than  three  years  old.  This  would  seem  to  fix  his 
birth  in  or  about  the  year  1684,  and  affords  a strong  confirma- 
tion of  the  age  of  eighty-four  ascribed  to  Sir  Andrew  in  the 
memorial  inscription,  of  which  a copy  is  printed  at  page  44, 
and  again  at  page  293. 


J.  O.  Chadwick. 


ERRATA. 


Page  no,  Meeting  at  Hey  wood,  4 th  September,  1880, 
,,  145,  “ Betty  Diggles,”  read  Betty  Diggle. 
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